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Abstract 

This  i fives  t i get i or  deterained  the  practicality  of  Hinutaaan  llitaila 
Coabat  Craw  Heabers  (HCCHs)  perforaing  aaintananca  in  Hinutaaan  Launch 
Control  Cantara  (LCCs).  Tha  invastigation  waa  accoapliahad  by  an 
analyaia  of  litaratura  on  HCCH  aaintananca  parforaanca,  analysis  of 
aurvay  raaulta,  and  analyaia  of  aaintananca  data  froa  tha  Hinutaaan 
winga.  Tha  aurvay  aolicitad  tha  attitudaa  and  auggaations  of  Hinutaaan 
aaintananca  and  oparationa  paraonnal. 

Tha  aurvay  raaulta  wara  atorad  on  a  data  baaa  ayataa  and 
cross-referenced  by  diffarant  catagoriaa  to  invaatigata  apacific 
hypothaaaa.  A  apraadahaat  prograa  datarainad  catagory  parcantagaa  and 
foraattad  tablaa.  Hypothaaaa  wara  aupportad  or  not  aupportad  baaad  upon 
raaponsaa  to  apacific  aurvay  quaationa  by  groups  of  raapondants.  Tha 
apraadahaat  prograa  waa  also  usad  to  coapara  and  contrast  tha 
aaintananca  data  froa  diffarant  Hinutaaan  winga  to  dataraina  tha  averse 
annual  nuabar  of  aaintananca  actions  that  could  ba  parformad  by  HCCHs  at 
aach  wing.  Tha  raaulta  of  tha  aurvay  raaponsaa  and  tha  aaintananca  data 
wara  usad  to  dataraina  tha  practicality  of  tha  idaa. 

Tha  rasults  indicata  tha  parforaanca  of  ainor  LCC  aaintananca  by 
Hinutaaan  HCCHs  to  ba  a  practical  uaa  of  aanpowar  resources  and  suggests 
that  tha  nacaasity  for  this  utilization  of  HCCHs  varies  batwaan  tha 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  USE  OF  NINUTENAN  MISSILE 
COMBAT  CREN  MEMBERS  AS  MAINTENANCE  EXTENDERS 


I.  Introduction 


Dtf lnitions 

AFSC.  Acronya  for  Air  Foret  Sptcitlty  Codt.  Tht  AF8C  tat 

uatd  to  idantify  tht  job  assignaant  of  Air  Foret  ptrtonntl ,  auch  at  tht 

MOS  tat  ustd  in  tht  Arty.  For  txaoplt,  a  Misti  It  Coabat  CrtM  Coaaandtr 

had  an  182S  AFSC,  whilt  a  fully-qualifitd  Missilt  Mainttnanct  Officar 

potstsstd  AFSC  3124.  AFSCs  had  aiphabttical  prtfixts  and  suffixts 

(txaapltsi  A182S,  31246)  Mhich  idantifiad  tht  holdtr  as  having  a  sptcial 

assignatnt  and/or  sptcial  qjialif ieations,  or  as  working  on  a  sptcific 

Mtapon  systta  (txaapltt  *8*  suffix  ■  "Hinutaaan  III*). 

% 

Altrt.  In  1984  a  stint  of  duty,  officially  24  hours  but 
actually  froa  30-36  hours,  strvtd  by  alssilt  coabat  craws  in  tht  Launch 
Control  Ctnttr  (stt  btlow).  Tht  tiat  in  txetss  of  24  hours  was  consuatd 
travailing  to  and  froa  tha  bast  to  tht  LCC,  rtlitving  tht  craw  on  duty 
(Launch  Control  Cantors  wars  constantly  aanntd),  and  britf ing/dtbritf ing 
on  tht  bast  btfort  and  afttr  tht  altrt.  Craws  assigntd  to  Stratagic 
Missilt  Squadrons  (stt  btlow)  had  froa  6-9  alirts  par  aonth,  whilt  craws 
assigntd  to  DOTI  and  DOV  (stt  btlow)  had  froa  0-5  alarts  par  aonth. 
Flight  Cotaandtrs  had  5-6  alarts  par  aonth.  Sinct  all  craws  wart  countad 
togathar  for  statistical  purposts,  a  Majority  of  craws  could  havt  8 
alarts  par  aonth  whilt  tha  "avtraga”  nuabtr  of  alarts  par  craw  was  5-6 
alarts.  Soing  out  on  an  altrt  was  calltd  'pulling  altrt*. 


Equipaent  racks  and  drawers.  The  Hinuteean  weapon  systee 
used  tha  aodular ,  or  reaove-and  replace  < "RliR“ >  concept  of 
eaintenance.  Briefly,  under  this  concept  electronic  equipaent  was  in 
drawers  which  were  installed  in  racks,  sieilar  to  file  drawers  in  a  file 
cabinet.  Each  drawer  was  connected  to  other  drawers  and  other  racks  by 
eeans  of  connector  plugs  at  the  rear  of  each  drawer  which  were  connected 
to  wiring  bundles.  The  wiring  bundles  ran  between  the  drawers  inside  the 
racks.  Connection  between  racks  was  accoeplished  by  cables  running  froa 
the  top  of  each  rack.  The  wiring  bundles  inside  each  rack  were  connected 
to  the  cables  via  the  saae  type  of  connector  plugs  as  were  used  to 
connect  drawers  to  wiring  bundles.  With  the  exception  of  power-supply 
drawers,  for  which  power  had  to  be  reeoved  froa  whole  sets  of  racks,  the 
reaoval  procedure  for  a  drawer  involvadi  (a)  reaoving  power  froa  the 
individual  drawer  if  it  had  its  own  on-off  switch  or  froa  the  rack  if  it 

did  not,  (b)  sliding  the  drawer  out  of  the  rack,  (c)  unscrewing  the  plug 

connectors  at  the  rear  of  tha  drawer,  (d>  renovlng  the  drawer  froe  the 
rack.  The  replaceaent  procedure  was  essentially  the  reverse  of  the 
reaoval  procedural  (a)  reaove  any  protective  covers  froa  the  plug 
connectors  on  the  rear  of  the  drawer,  (b >  slide  the  drawer  partway  into 
the  rack,  <c)  connect  the  wiring  bundles  froa  the  rack  to  the  correct 

connector  plugs  on  the  drawer,  <d)  slide  the  drawer  the  rest  of  the  way 

into  the  rack,  <e)  lock  the  drawer  handles  into  place,  (f)  re-apply 
power  to  the  drawer.  Often  the  only  testing  involved  was  to  have  the 
aissile  coabat  crew  perfora  soae  checklist  procedure  that  would  involve 
operating  the  electronics  contained  in  the  drawer.  If  the  drawer 
perforaed  properly,  the  RliR  procedure  was  coapleted. 
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Figure  1.  Simplified  Diagram  of  Launch  Control  Facility 

The  removed,  aalfunctioning  drawer  was  returned  to  the  bate  for 
repair..  Usually  the  repair  took  place  on  the  base,  although  eoae  drawer* 
had  to  be  sent  to  depots  or  contractors  for  more  involved  repairs.  A 
drawer  aay  also  have  needed  parts  that  were  unavailable  on  the  base,  in 
which  case  the  drawer  could  not  be  repaired  until  the  required  parts 
were  received  via  the  supply  systee. 

tjtO.  Acronye  for  Emergency  War  Order(s).  Used  both  as  a  noun 
and  as  an  adjective  to  describe  both  the  condition  of  constant 
war-readiness  of  ICBds,  LFs,  and  LCCsi  and  to  label  equipeent  and 
procedures  associated  with  this  readiness  condition. 

Launch  Control  Center  (LCC).  The  manned  underground 
'capsule*  which  contained  the  command  and  control  equipment  which 
monitored  and  controlled  the  ICBNs  in  the  LFs.  Actual  internal  layout 
and  design  of  LCCs  varied  from  wing  to  wing  and  sometimes  within  a  wing 
<see  Figure  1 ) . 
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Figurt  2.  Slaplified  Diagraa  of  Launch  Facility 

Launch  Control  Facility  (LCF).  (at*  Figura  1)  Tha  LCF 
conaiatad  of  tha  .  LCC  and  above-ground  aupport  building*,  including 
garagaa  for  8acurity  Polico  vahiclaa,  fual  tanka,  and  cooking  and 
alaaping  facilitiaa.  Tha  above-ground  portion  of  tha  LCF  aas  paraanantly 
aannad  by  Sacurity  Polica  and  food  aarvica  paraonnal,  and  by  tha 
Facility  Manager  (FN).  Tha  FM  aas  an  experienced  NCO  aho  functionad  a* 
"aotel  aanager*  and  aaintananca  aan  for  tha  LCF.  The  Sacurity  Polica 
alaaant,  lad  by  an  NCO,  aa*  responaible  for  tha  phyaical  aecurity  of  the 
Niaaila  Flight  area. 

Launch  Facility  (LF).  (aea  Figura  2)  Tha  unaanned  "aisaile 
silo"  ahich  contained  one  Ninuteaan  intercontinental  ballistic  aisaile 
(ICBM).  Tha  LF  included  a  Launcher  Equipaant  Building  (shad)  ahich  held 
a  diasal  angina  for  auxilliary  poaar  and  environaantal  control 

equipaant.  Tha  Launch  Tuba  ahich  held  tha  aisaile  eas  ringed  at  the 
upper  levels  by  aalkaays  ahich  held  racks  of  electronic  equipaant. 
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Figure  3.  Siapli-fiad  Diagram  of  a  Hissile  Fitld 

Hissile  Coabat  Crow  Htabtr  (HCCH).  Any  Individual  who  wao  a 
aeaber  of  a  two-aan  Hi  nil  a  Coabat  Craw  (HCC).  Tha  erawa  conaiatad  of  a 
Hissile  Coabat  ‘Craw  Coaaandar  (HCCC)  and  a  Oaputy  Hiaalla  Coabat  Crow 
Coaaandar  (DHCCC).  HCCCs  hold  AF8C  1823  whila  DHCCCs  hold  AF8C  1823. 
Aftar  a  cartain  aaount  of  tiaa  (uaually  about  2  yaara)  a  DHCCC  waa 
usually  "upgraded*  to  tha  position  of  HCCC.  In  1984,  HCCa  *pullad 
alerts"  (duty  stints)  for  24-hour  psriods  in  tha  LCC.  This  24-hour  alart 
poriod  did  not  includa  tiaa  apant  in  brlafing  or  dabriafing  at  tha  basa 
bafora  and  aftar  an  alart  nor  did  it  include  changeover  tiaa,  whan  tha 
HCC  on  duty  was  being  relieved  by  another  HCC.  It  also  did  not  include 
tiaa  driving  to  and  froa  the  LCF  and  the  base,  which  could  take  up  to 
several  hours  depending  on  distance  and  seasonal  road  conditions. 

Hissile  Field.  (see  Figure  3)  Consisted  of  the  contained 
flight  areas  of  the  three  or  four  SH8  assigned  to  the  SHW.  Hissile 
fields  had  no  standard  shape  but  were  often  in  excess  of  100  ailes  on  a 


•id*.  Th*  field  contained  13-20  LCFs  and  130-200  LFs,  tach  t*v*ral  *il*s 
away  fro*  oth*r  LCFs  or  LFa. 

Hint  1*  Flight.  A  oiitil*  flight  consisted  of  ono  LCC  and 
tho  tan  LFa  which  that  LCC  controlled.  For  exaaplo,  'Alpha*  flight  light 
consist  of  Alpha-Zoro  (tho  LCC)  and  Alpha-ono  (A01)  through  Alpha-ton 
(A10),  tho  tan  LFs.  Th*  Flight  was  tho  highost  coooand  lovol  physically 
locatod  in  tho  oissilo  flold. 

Hissilo  Procoduros  Trainer.  A  aockup  or  siaulator  of  an 
actual  LCC  which  was  locatod  on  th*  has*.  HPTs  wore  configurod 
intornally  to  exactly  rosoabl*  tho  interior  layout  of  an  actual  LCC, 
with  oquipaont  oockups,  chairs,  and  consoles  locatod  oxactly  in  th* 
positions  of  tho  actual  LCC  oquipaont.  HPTs  wore  used  for  crow  training 
by  DOTI  (so*  below)  and  for  crow  evaluations  by  DOV  (boo  bolow).  The 
HPTs  wore  operated  by  staff  officers  (AFBC  1835)  who  worked  in  DOTH  (so* 
below)  and  w or*  referred  to  as  HPTOs  (Hissilo  Procoduros  Trainer 
Operators) . 

Hot  Launch  Capable  (NLC).  This  tors  was  used  to  doscribo  an 
LCC  which  was  not  capable  of  launching  or  contributing  to  tho  launch  of 
a  oissilo  or  aissilos  -  generally  bocauss  of  an  oquipaont  fault. 

Not  Hisslon  Capable.  This  tor*  was  used  to  doscribo  an  LF 
which  was  not  capable  of  porforaing  its  aissioni  i.o. ,  tho  oissilo  could 
not  bo  launched  -  generally  because  of  an  oquipaont  fault. 

Squadron  Coaaand  Post  (SCP).  An  LCC  which  contained 


spocializad  coaaunications  and  coaputor  oquipaont  not  found  at  ordinary 
LCCs.  On*  LCC  in  each  squadron  of  3  LCCs  was  an  SCP.  Tho  SCP  NCCC  was 
tho  day-to-day  coaoandor  of  tho  squadron's  LCCs.  During  wartioo,  tho 


HCCC  at  the  SCP  Mould  bocoao  tht  functional  squadron  cooaandor.  Tho 
A1  tomato  Coooand  Root  (ACP)  uao  an  SCP  which  contained  ovon  ooro 
spocializod  cooounicationt  not  found  at  other  SCPa  (tho  ACP  alto 
functioned  ao  the  8CP  for  ite  equadron).  Eaeh  aieiilt  Ming  had  one 
ACP-conf lgured  LCC.  In  Martiao,  the  ACP  Mould  becoae  the  Ming  Coaaand 
Poet  for  ite  Ming,  and  the  HCCC  on  duty  (usually  a  Captain  or  a  First 
Lieutenant)  Mould  becoee  the  functional  Ming  coaaandor. 

Equipeent  Definitions 

AF8ATC0H.  An  acronya  for  the  Air  Force  Satellite 

Coaaunications  Systea  (often  called  *C3*  or  *cee-cubed"  by  HCCNs). 

In  1983-1984,  LCCs  Mere  given  a  coaaunications  equipeent  upgrade  Mhich 

connected  the  LCCs  to  the  AFSATCQH  coaaunications  not.  This  mss  a 

worldwide  net  Mhich  used  satellites  to  link  all  users  together.  The 

ability  to  send  and  receive  aessages  to  and  froe  any  other  user  in  the 
net  Mould  provide  LCCs  a  vast  advantage  during  Martina. 

HF  Radio.  A  shortwave  radio  transceiver  with  worldwide  range 
installed  in  the  LCCs.  Used  for  a  backup  neans  of  eonaunication. 

HF  Radio.  A  Hediua-Frequency  radio  rack  installed  in  LCCs  at 
the  321  SHH  (Brand  Forks  AFB)  a».<i  at  the  364  8H8  (Halastroe  AFB )  only. 
Used  only  for  eissile/LF  coeputer  -  LCC  coeputer  coeaunicatiois,  this 
equipeent  was  used  as  a  backup  for  the  cable  connections  between  LFs  and 
LCCs.  It  could  not  be  used  for  huaan-to-hunan  eonaunication. 

PA8.  An  acronye  for  the  Prieary  Alerting  Systea,  a 


telephone-carried,  one-May  (two-way  at  ACPs)  voice  coeeunications  systea 
which  carries  aessages  froe  SAC  and  nuebered  air  force  headquarters  to 
each  LCC,  and  was  also  used  by  the  Ming  Coeeand  Post.  There  were  two  PAS 


speakers  (one  for  SAC  and  ont  for  nuebered  air  forct)  aountid  on  each 


ertM  atabar'a  conaola  in  tha  LCC. 

8ACCS.  An  aeronya  for  tha  SAC  Autoaatad  Coaaand  and  Control 
Systea,  a  landlina  (telephone-carried)  one-way  coaaunicati on«  ayitaa 
(two-way  at  SCPi).  This  syataa  ran  diractly  froa  8AC  Haadquartars  to 
aach  LCC,  via  aach  base's  Coaaand  Post.  Tha  SACCS  providad  a  hard-copy 
printout,  usually  a  rapaat  of  aessages  racaivad  via  PAS. 

SLFC8.  An  aeronya  for  Survivabla  Low-Fraquancy 
Coaauni cations  Systea.  A  low-f raquancy  radio  racaivar  which  printad  out 
radio  aessages  on  a  roll  of  papar. 

UHF  Radio.  A  UHF  transcaivar  installed  in  aach  LCC. 

Organisational  Dafinitions 

An  understanding  of  tha  organisational  structura  of  tha  Minuteaan 
Stratagic  Missile  Wing  is  essential  to  anyone  wishing  to  know  tha 


> ... . 


background  of  this  research.  Tha  following  dafinitions  and  figures  are 
designed  to  explain  tha  wing  organisational  structura.  Tha  wing  (tha 
8MM)  is  tha  priaa  organisation  on  a  Hlnuteean  base.  On  bases  such  as 
Ellsworth  AFB,  Srand  Forks  AFB,  and  Hinot  AFB  which  had  B-52  boabar 
wings  (BMW)  assigned,  tha  aissile  wing  was  always  the  "host  unit",  with 
tha  aissile  wing  coaaandar  technically  being  tha  highest  ranking  officer 
on  the  base,  even  if  tha  boab  wing  coaaandar  actually  had  a  higher  rank. 
The  two  aajor  divisions  of  tha  aissile  wing  (there  were  also  supporting 
units)  were  tha  aaintenancc  daputate  and  the  operations  deputate.  These 
are  discussed  below.  Tha  head  of  tha  aaintenanca  daputate  was  tha  Deputy 
Coaaandar  for  Maintenance,  tha  OCM.  Tha  head  of  the  operations  deputate 
was  tha  Deputy  Coaaandar  for  Operations,  tha  DO. 
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Figure  4.  Strategic  Mieeile  Ming 

Strategic  Mieeile  Nine  (SMN).  (eee  Figure  4)  Conflated  of 
the  three  or  four  etrategic  eiatile  eguadrona  (four  each  at  the  90SMN  at 
FE  Warren  AFB  and  at  the  3418MM  at  Haleetroe  AFB,  three  at  the  other 
wings),  the  two  aaintenance  eguadrona  aaaigned  (Field  Miaaile 
Maintenance  Squadron  and  Organizational  Miaaile  Maintenance  Squadron),  a 
Security  Police  Group  (SPG)  which  wee  responsible  for  all  Security 
Police  peraonnel  aaaigned  to  the  bane  and  for  two  or  aore  Security 
Police  aquadrona  aaaigned  to  the  aiaaile  field,  a  Coabat  Support  Group 
(CSG)  which  contained  the  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  (CES),  the  baae 
hospital  squadron,  the  supply  squadron,  the  personnel  office,  a 
coeaunications  squadron  (actually  not  a  SAC  unit  at  all),  a  weather 
detacheent,  various  saaller  functions,  and  the  staff  and  adainistrative 
agencies  attached  to  all  of  these.  The  Wing  Coeaander,  assisted  by  the 
Vice  Wing  Coeaander,  was  ultiaately  responsible  for  all  of  these 
agencies. 
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Figure  S.  Deputy  Coeaander  for  Operation*  Agencies 


DO.  .(tee  Figure  S)  An  ecronye  for  the  Deputy  Coeaander  for 

Operations.  All  agencies  prefixed  Mi th  this  acronya,  such  as  DOV,  D09, 
* 

etc.,  fell  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  DO,  as  did  the  3HS  squadrons. 
Th*  DO  was  generally  a  Colonel  (0-6),  but  mss  soaetiaes  a  Lieutenant 
Colonel  selected  for  proaotion  to  Colonel.  The  DO  mss  subordinate  to  the 
ding  Coaaander  and  uas  responsible  to  the  Ming  Coeaander  for  the  Ming's 
operations  functions.  00  agencies,  including  the  SH8  squadrons,  Mere 
generally  coaaanded  by  Lieutenant  Colonels  (0-5,  AFSC  1816).  The  SHS 
squadron  and  its  organizational  structure  are  discussed  elsewhere  in 
this  chapter. 

DOT.  An  acronya  for  the  Training  Directorate  Mhich  mss  a  DO 
staff  agency.  DOTI,  the  agency  in  charge  of  recurring  HCCM  training,  Mas 
a  subdivision  of  DOTj  as  were  DOTH,  the  agency  in  charge  of  LCC  training 
siaulators,  and  DOTS,  the  agency  in  charge  of  scheduling  HCCM  alerts. 
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POT I.  The  Instructional  Branch  of  DOT.  At  aantionad  above, 

OOTI  was  a  subdivision  of  POT,  and  Mas  charged  Mith  rscurring  HCCH 

training.  POTI  conductsd  sonthly  training  days  for  all  HCCHs.  This 

training  covtrsd  Msapon  systta  paculiaritias,  ganarally  concantrating  on 
a  foM  itaas  of  aquipaant  and/or  chacklist  procaduras  par  aonth.  HCCHs 
Mara  glvan  Mrittan  tasts  on  this  aatarial.  POTI  parsonnal  Mara  HCCHs, 
and  'pulled  alerts*  at  tha  LCCs  just  as  HCCs  assignad  to  tha  8H8 
squadrons  did.  OOTI  HCCHs  also  trainad  othar  HCCHs  in  tha  HPT  on  a 

racurring  basis,  and  trainad  itaas  Nhan  raquastad  to  do  so  by  00V  or 

0022. 

00V.  Acronya  for  tha  Evaluation  Olractorata  Mhich  Mas  a  00 
staff  agancy.  00V  periodically  avaluatad  HCCs  to  insura  that 

standardization  Mas  achiavad  and  that  a  ainiaua  laval  of  coapatanca  Mas 
achiavad  by  all  HCCHs.  HCCs  Mara  avaluatad  (as  a  craM)  both  at  tha  LCC 
Mhila  on  an  actual  alart  and  in  tha  Hlssila  Procaduras  Tralnar  (HPT). 
HCCs/HCCHs  nara  scorad  on  parforaanca  during  an  avaluation.  Crass  Mho 
failad  an  avaluation  could  ba  subjactad  to  sanctions  by  both  thair 
squadron  coaaandars  and  by  tha  00.  D0V  parsonnal  Mere  HCCHs,  and  ‘pullad 
alarts*  at  tha  LCCs  just  as  HCCs  assignad  to  OOTI  and  tha  SH8  squadrons 
did.  As  Mith  OOTI,  only  tha  *bast*  HCCHs  Mara  supposad  to  ba  assignad  to 
00V. 

009.  Tha  acronya  for  tha  Codas  Division.  This  agancy  Mas  in 
charga  of  tha  aaintananca  and  propar  usa  of  tha  various  classifiad 
electro-aechanical  coding  davicas  usad  to  ancrypt  cable  and  radio 
transaissions  between  LCCs  and  LFs.  These  transaissions  Mara  encrypted 
in  order  to  guard  against  any  unauthorized  attaapts  to  aonitor  or  to 
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interfere  with  the  transmissions  for  pur  pout  of  espionage  or  sabo  tage. 
Although  tho  Codes  Division  mss  s  DO  agency,  tho  nature  of  tha  Codas 
Division  aission  aaant  that  Codas  Division  personnel  worked  closely  with 
tha  aaintananca  squadrons  and  agencies  as  Mall  as  with  tha  8H8  squadrons 
and  other  DO  agencies.  Codas  Division  parsonnal  ware  additionally  tasked 
with  administering  aonthly  training  in  classified  coda  handling 
procaduras  to  both  aaintananca  parsonnal  and  HCCHs.  Tha  Codas  Division 
aas  staffad  by  officars  (AFSC  183S)  and  by  NCOs.  Tha  officars  had  baan 
HCCHs.  Tha  NCOs  ganarally  had  morkad  in  tha  DCM  daputata.  Tha  Codas 
Division  mss  physically  locatad  insida  a  vault,  which  Mas  actually 
closad  and  sacurad  aft ar  duty  hours  by  a  larga  bank  vault-typa  door. 

D022.  Acronya  for  tha  Plans  and  Intalliganca  Division,  a  DO 
agancy.  This  agancy  had  savaral  coaponants,  all  of  which  parforaad 
classifiad  dutias  relatad  to  tha  Ming's  END  responsibilities.  D022  Mas 
tha  local  authority  for  ENO  aattars  and  as  such  mss  often  consulted  by 
DOV  parsonnal  during  NCC  avaluatlons  and  by  8H8  HCCHs  with  questions  on 
ENO  aattars.  D022  ENO  instructor  parsonnal  conducted  aonthly  training 
sessions  for  all  HCCHs  and  00  staff  officars.  Other  D022  officars 
parforaad  functions  connected  Nith  tha  protection  and  periodic  updating 
of  tha  aany  classifiad  ENO-related  docuaants  aaintainad  by  tha  wing.  Tha 
Ning  Intalliganca  Officer,  often  a  Lieutenant,  also  mss  assigned  to 
DQ22.  Nith  the  exception  of  the  Intelligence  Officer,  Mho  held  an 
Intelligence  AFSC,  DOV  staff  officers  held  AFSC  1835,  and  had  been 
HCCHs,  usually  in  DOTI  or  DOV.  Like  the  Codes  Division,  the  Plans  and 
Intelligence  Division  was  physically  located  inside  a  vault,  and  Mas 
secured  Mith  a  bank  vault-type  door. 
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Figura  6.  Deputy  Coaaandar  for  Haintananca  Aganciat 


OHMS 


DCH.  (aaa  Figura  6)  An  acronya  for  tha  Daputy  Coaaandar  for 
Haintananca.  Tha  DCH  aaa  ganarally  a  Colonal  (0-6)  but  aaa  aoaatiaaa  a 
Liautanant  Colonal  aalactad  for  proaotion  to  Colonal.  Tha  DCH  aaa 
aubordinata  to  tha  Ming  Coaaandar,  and  aaa  raaponaibla  to  tha  Ming 
Coaaandar  for  aaintananca  parforaad  by  tha  aiaaila  naintananca  aquadrona 
and  DCH  aganciaa. 

FHH8.  An  acronya  for  tha  Fiald  Hiaaila  Haintananca  Squadron. 

Ona  of  tha  two  aiaaila  aaintananca  aquadrona  aaaignad  to  all  Hinutaaan 
ainga.  Aaong  othar  branchaa,  FHHS  includad  tha  Elactronica  Laboratory 
<E-lab)  which  parforaad  in-ahop  aaintananca  on  aoat  LCC  alactronic 
drawara  (AF8C  316X28).  Alao  in  tha  FHH8  aquadron  waa  tha  Facility 
Haintananca  Branch,  which  providad  Facility  Haintananca  Taaaa  (FHT), 
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that  perforaed  aost  heavy  cquipaant  aaintenanca  in  tha  LCC.  Tha  Facility 
Maintenance  Branch  alto  supplied  Periodic  Maintenance  Teaat  (PMT  -  AF8C 
44SX0).  PMTs  visited  each  LCC  every  180  days  to  perfora  routine 

aaintenanca  (priority  S  or  higher).  This  included  battery  inspection, 
corrosion  inspection,  tightening  nuts  and  bolts,  and  repairing  soae 
outstanding  routine  discrepancies  such  as  aissing  screws,  etc. 

QMMS.  An  acronya  for  the  Organizational  Missile  Maintenance 
Squadron.  One  of  the  two  aissile  aaintenanca  squadrons  assigned  to  all 
Minuteaan  wings.  This  squadron  "...provides  aissile  aaintenanca  support 
through  the  use  of  aaintenanca  teaas  (7»Vol.  VI,  paragraph  3-8) . *  The 

greater  part  of  the  0MM8  aission  concerned  LF  and  aissile  aaintenanca, 

not  LCC  aaintenanca.  Aaong  other  branches,  OMMs  included 
Electro-Mechanical  Teaas  (EMT  -  AF8C  316X0).  EMTs  were  responsible  for 
aost  "RfcR"  drawer  aaintenanca  in  the  LCCs,  except  for  certain 

coaaunications  equipaent  drawers  which  were  reaoved,  replaced,  and 
repaired  by  the  Coaaunications  Squadron. 

Coaaunications  Squadrons.  One  coaaunications  squadron  was 
assigned  to  each  strategic  aissile  wing.  These  squadrons  were  not  a  part 
of  SAC  but  were  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Air  Force  Coaaunications 
Coaaand  (AFCC).  As  pertained  to  the  LCCs,  technicians  froa  this  squadron 
perforaed  both  reaove-and-replace  and  in-place  aaintenance  on  HF  radios, 
the  SACCS,  the  SLFCS,  AFSATCON  racks,  and  (JHF  radios.  They  did  not 
reaove  and  replace  the  MF  radios,  which  were  eaintained  by  EMT  teaas 
froa  the  FMMS  squadron  because  these  radios  were  not  used  for 

huaan-to-huaan  coaaunications. 


Maintenance  Control  Division.  A  DCM  agency.  Thia  agency 
included  Scheduling  Control ,  Job  Control,  and  Materiel  Control. 
Scheduling  Control  echedules  aaintenance.  Thia  was  a  coeplicated  and 
intricate  taak  involving  the  juggling  of  eanpo wer,  aupply,  geographical , 
priority,  and  other  factors.  The  function  of  Job  Control  was  to  track 
the  different  eaintenance  teaea  and  equipeent  while  the  teaea  were  out 
in  the  eiaaile  field.  Job  Control  alao  tracked  the  progreaa  of  the 
aaintenance  taaka.  Another  function  of  Job  Control  waa  the  "writing  up" 
and  prioritization  of  faulta  and  diecrepanciee  discovered  by  eaintenance 
teaea  or  by  MCCNs.  Job  Control  often  had  to  talk  a  eaintenance  teae 
through  an  unfaeiliar  or  aeldoe-perf oreed  eaintenance  taak  over  the 
telephone.  This  practice  could  be  ieportant  to  MCCMs  perforeing  LCC 
aaintenance.  Materiel  Control  ("Hat  Control")  functioned  as  the 

eaintenance  liason  with  the  supply  squadron  and  as  a  aupply  point  for 
the  eaintenance  squadrons.  Mat  Control  received  parts  ordered  free 
aupply  and  distributed  these  parts  to  the  shops  and  to  the  teaea  going 
out  into  the  eiaaile  field.  If  MCCMs  were  to  transport  drawers  out  to 
LCCs,  they  could  pick  up  the  drawers  at  Materiel  Control  before 
departing  the  base. 

Quality  Control  Division.  A  DCM  agency  which  perforeed  a 
function  siailar  to  that  of  DOV.  Quality  Control  and  Evaluation  (NQCiiEu) 
involved  the  evaluation  of  eaintenance  teaea  on  the  perforeance  of 
assigned  tasks  and  the  inspection  of  coepleted  work  (looking  for  loose 
screws,  ieproperly  installed  cables,  eal functioning  equipeent,  etc.). 
QCtE  personnel  were  experienced  aaintenance  technicians  who  were  brought 


into  Qual i ty  Control . 


Training  Control  Division.  A  DCH  agancy  which  waa  in  charga 
of  all  aaintananca  training  (except  codaa  training,  handled  by  009).  An 
iaportant  subdivision  of  this  agency  was  the  Teas  Training  Branch  (TTB). 
TTB's  function  was  to  train  aaintananca  taaas.  New  arrivals  ware  taught 
to  work  as  a  taaa  on  aaintananca  tasks  assigned  to  their  AFSC.  TTB  also 
handled  upgrade  training  and  recurring  training  of  aaintananca 

personnel . 

SACHET.  An  acronya  for  the  SAC  Hanagaaant  Engineering  Taaa. 

A  SACHET  taaa  was  assigned  to  each  SAC  base.  SACHET  insured  that  an 
organization's  wanning  reflected  the  organization's  workload.  SACHET 
could  recoaaend  to  SAC  Headquarters  that  aanpower  slots  be  taken  away 
froa  an  organization. 

Fault  or  Discrepancy  Reporting.  Personnel  who  discovered  a 
fault  reported  it  to  Job  Control,  usually  by  telephone  or  over  the  VHF 
radio  net.  A  typical  scenario  eight  have  involved  a  HCC  which  discovered 
that  a  piece  of  their  equipaent  was  aalfunctioning.  If  it  was 

coaaunications  equipaent,  for  exaaple  the  HF  radio,  the  fault  was 
telephoned  in  to  the  job  control  desk  at  the  Coaaunications  Squadron 
("Coaa  Job  Control").  Faults  detected  in  Civil  Engineering-aaintained 
equipaent  were  reported  to  the  Civil  Engineering  squadron.  Otherwise, 
the  fault  was  noraally  telephoned  in  to  Job  Control  (soae  low-priority 
faults  were  reported  to  other  DCH  agencies).  Job  Control  asked  the  HCCH 
to  tell  thea  exactly  what  was  wrong.  Based  on  this  inforaation,  the 
technicians  at  Job  Control  consulted  technical  data,  decided  what  the 
fault  was,  and  assigned  a  Job  Control  Huaber  (this  process  was  called 


"writing  up"  the  fault). 
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Figurs  7.  Strategic  Nissila  Squadron 

Stratsqic  Nissila  Squadron  (SMS).  (sot  Figurs  7)  Consistsd 

of  fivs  Flights.  Tho  Squadron  hsadquartsrs  and  its  adninistrati vs 
% 

function  oars  locatad  on  tha  bass,  as  oas  tha  Stratagic  Nissila  Ming 
(SHM).  Ganarally  coooandad  by  a  Liautanant  Colonal  <0-5,  AFSC  1816). 
Approxioataly  2/3  to  3/4  of  tha  NCCNs  Mart  assignad  to  SN8  squadrons, 
tha  raoaindar  baing  assignad  to  DQTI  and  DOV. 

Background 

Tha  8tratagic  Air  Coooand  (SAC)  Mas  rasponsibla  for  tha  oparation 
and  aaintananca  of  all  U.S.  land-basad  intarcontinantal  ballistic 
aissilas  (ICBNs).  This  includad  tha  Ninutaoan  oissilas  Mhich  Mara  basad 
at  six  Ninutaoan  Nissila  Mings  locatad  in  tha  Msstarn  part  of  tha 
continantal  U.S.  Tha  Ninutaoan  aissilas  Mara  locatad  in  unaannad  Launch 
Facilitias  (LFs)  Mhich  assantially  consistsd  of  a  rainforcad  concrata 
tuba  containing  tha  oissila  and  its  support  aquipoant  locatad  in  and 
adjacant  to  tha  tuba  (saa  Figurs  2).  Each  LF  containad  ona  oissila. 
Naintananca  of  tha  aissilas  and  thair  support  aquipoant  in  tha  fiald  mss 
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perforaed  by  the  Ming's  aaintananca  squadrons.  Maintenance  Mas 
accoapiishad  by  priority  and  soaa  jobs  had  to  Malt  to  ba  dona.  Noraally, 
aaintananca  of  tha  aissilas  thaasalvas  and  of  thair  co-locatad 
alactronic  and  aachanical  support  aquipaant  mss  parforaad  bafora  othar 
typas  of  faults  Mara  Morked  <7iVol.  Ill,  Para.  1-ba). 

Tha  Launch  Control  Cantar  (LCC)  Mas  a  paraanantly  aannad,  hardanad 
undarground  facility  capabla  of  aonitoring  and  controlling  up  to  SO 
liinutoaan  aissilas  <saa  Figura  2).  Each  operational  LCC  Mas  alMays 
aannad  by  Missile  Coabat  Cras  Naabers  (MCCM).  They  Mara  assigned  to 
tMO-aan  Missile  Coabat  Crass  (NCCs).  Each  eras  consisted  of  a  Coaaandar 
and  a  Deputy  Mho  Mara  on  duty  for  a  24-hour  period.  Unlike  tha  Titan  II 
ICBM  Maapon  systaa  in  Mhich  tha  alssila  Mas  co-locatad  Mith  tha  LCC,  no 
Minutaaan  aissilas  sera  located  at  or  near  LCCs.  Each  LCC  Mas  located 
alias  aaay  froa  othar  LCCs  and  froa  tha  unaannad  LFs.  Both  tha  LCCs  and 
tha  LFs  nare  located  froa  2S  to  ISO  alias  aaay  froa  tha  bass  in  an  area 
usually  referred  to  as  tha  *aissile  field*  (sea  Figura  3).  Tha  alssila 
field  could  ba  in  excess  of  100  ailas  on  a  side.  Tha  shape  and 
diaansions  of  the  alssila  fields  varied  soaaMhat  betaeen  Mings. 

One  LCC  noraally  aonitorad  and  controlled  10  aissilas.  An  LCC  and 
its  10  aissilas  aada  up  a  Flight.  Five  LCCs  and  thair  SO  aissilas  Made 
up  an  operational  squadron.  If  an  LCC  Mas  not  operational  than  othar 
LCCs  in  tha  squadron  could  exercise  coaaand  and  control  over  tha 
aissilas  noraally  assigned  to  tha  non-oparational  LCC,  because  each 
LCC's  coaputar  Mas  alMays  in  touch  Mith  tha  coaputars  at  all  LFs  and 
Mith  tha  coaputars  at  othar  LCCs.  A  problem  at  an  LCC  or  LF  Mould 
instantly  ba  detected  by  all  LCCs. 
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At  previously  eentioned,  tainttntnce  in  the  tittile  field  wet 
prioritized.  In  the  hierarchy  of  repair  priorities,  the  speed  with  which 
one  piece  of  equipment  was  repaired  was  a  function  of  the  equipeent ‘s 
relative  rank  aaong  all  pieces  of  faulty  equipeent  awaiting  repair 
(7iVol.  Ill,  Table  1-1  and  paragraph  1-6).  This  assueed  the  instant 
availability  of  any  parts  that  eay  have  been  needed  to  repair  or  replace 
the  faulty  equipeent.  Naturally,  a  piece  of  faulty  equipeent  with  repair 
parts  on  hand  would  be  repaired  ahead  of  another  piece  of  faulty 
equipeent  which  eay  have  had  a  higher  repair  priority  but  for  which 
parts  were  back-ordered.  The  hierarchy  of  priorities  was  enueerated  in 
SACR  66-12,  Values  III,  Table  1-1  (tee  Figure  8).  Each  wing's 
Maintenance  Control  Division  used  Table  1-1  as  a  guide  to  assign 
priorities  to  equipeent  faults  (7iVol.  Ill,  paragraph  1-3).  There  were 
specific  instances  when  high-priority  LF  eaintenance  took  precedence 
over  high-priority  LCC  eaintenancei 

INI  The  subcategories  of  priority  2  listed  in  Table 
1-1  were  in  order  of  their  relative  ieportance.  As  a  general 
rule,  when  there  were  two  Not  Launch  Capable  (NIC)  LCCs  in  the 
ease  squadron,  Not  Mission  Capable  (NMC)  LFs  anywhere  in  the 
unit  should  receive  higher  priority  even  though  both 
situations  were  priority  2.  On  the  other  hand,  when  there  were 
three  NIC  LCCs  in  the  saae  squadron,  the  LCCs  should  receive 
higher  relative  priority  (7iVol.  Ill,  paragraph  1-6). 

The  rationale  behind  this  quotation  was  that  while  the  aissiles 
belonging  to  a  NLC  LCC  could  be  launched  by  other  LCCs,  the  eissile 
assigned  to  an  NMC  LF  could  not  be  launched  at  all. 


Figure  8.  Table  1-1  of  8ACR  44-12,  Vol.  III.  "UNO"  aaani  "Urgency 
of  Need  Designator*,  a  supply  tera.  An  "A"  in  the  UNO  coluen  reflects  a 
eore  urgent  need  than  a  *8"  would,  a  “B“  reflects  a  aore  urgent  need 
than  a  "C* ,  and  so  on. 


1-6  SACR  66-12,  VOL  III  (Cl)  21  Septeaber  1783 

TABLE  1-1 

MISSILE  MAINTENANCE  PRIORITY  DESIGNATORS 

MAINTENANCE  SU66ESTED 

PRIORITY  APPLICATION  UNO 

1  Maintanance  required  to  repair  critical  equipaent  A 

required  for  aafe  operation  of  the  weapon  systea. 

Maintanance  after  an  incident  or  aalfunction  toi 
prevent  further  daaage  to  the  aeapon  systea,  avoid 
injury  to  parsonnal,  or  render  the  weapon  systea 
safe. 

2  Maintenance  required  to  place  on  alert  or  return  to  A 
alerti  LFs  or  launch  coeplexes  (includes  LCCs  when 

three  or  fewer  LCCs  or  operational  in  a  squadron). 

a.  Maintenance  required  to  retain  or  return  ERCS 
off-alert  or  iapaired  sorties  to  alert  or  uniapalr- 
ed  status. 

b.  Maintenance  required  to  retain  or  return  "A  CAT* 
sorties  to  ENQ  alert  status. 

c.  Actual  EMO  generation  of  "F  CAT',  "L  CAT",  and 
AF8C/AFLC-owned  LFs,  LCCs,  and  launch  coeplexes. 

d.  Maintenance  required  to  deposture  LFs,  LCCs,  and 
launch  coeplexes  coeeited  to  eajor  codification  eff¬ 
orts. 

e.  Maintenance  required  to  posture  LFs,  LCCs,  and 
launch  coeplexes  being  returned  froe  eajor  codific¬ 
ation  prograes  (until  sortie  is  declared  "A  CAT"). 

Figure  8.  Table  1-1  of  SACR  66-12,  Vol.  Ill  (Continued) 
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MAINTENANCE 

PRIORITY 


APPLICATION 


SU68ESTED 

UNO 


f.  Haintananca  raquirad  to  rastora  tha  squadron 
Inartial  Parforaanca  Data  (IPO)  eollaetion  capabil¬ 
ity  through  tha  Squadron  Coaaand  Post  (8CP)  LCC  to 

tha  Stratagic  Mi  atilt  Support  Basa  (8N8B>.  A 

g.  Haintananca  raquirad  to  dapoatura  or  poatura 
LFs,  LCCa,  and  launch  coaplaxas  for  coaaand-approvad 
or  diractad  taat  prograaa.  Includas  aaintananca  at 
Vandanbarg  APB  for  taat  rafurbiahaant  aft ar  launch. 

h.  Haintananca  raquirad  to  rapair  savarad,  daaagad, 
or  aarioualy  dagradad  Hardanad  Intaraita  Cabla  Syataa 
(HICS). 

3  Diacrapanciaa  axpactad  to  affact  alart  poatura  or 
significantly  dagrada  iapact  accuracy. 

Diacrapanciaa  which  ara  tioa  aansitiva  aa  diractad 
by  tachnical  data  or  which,  bacauaa  of  tha  natura  of 
tha  discrapancy,  raquira  pariodic  aonitoring. 

All  PNC  conditions  not  spacifieally  idantifiad  as 
priority  4. 

Haintananca  raquirad  to  support  Hinutaoan  pariodic 
aaintananca  dispatchaa  avan  though  tha  packaga  way 
ba  coapotad  of  di scrapancias  of  lowar  priority. 

Pracision  Haasuraaant  Equipaant  (PHE)  raquiring  aaar- 
gancy  rapair  or  calibration,  tha  lack  of  which  will 
dalay  pravant  aissian  accoapl i ahaant . 

Haintananca  raquirad  to  raturn  an  LCC  to  oparational 
status  whan  at  laaat  four  ara  oparational  in  tha  saaa 
squadron. 

Tiaa-changa  raquiraaants  for  ra-antry  ayataaa  and 
Titan  airborna  coaponanta  whan  tha  dua  data  is  iaai- 
nant  (within  30  days) . 

Haintananca  raquirad  to  kaap  tha  Titan  fixad  fira 
watar  circulation  syataa  and  paraiasiva  tiro  watar 
control  switch  oparational. 

Sacurity  syataa  diacrapanciaa  which  raquira  two  two-aan 
caapar  alart  taaas  IAN  SACR  207-16. 

Figura  8.  Tabla  1-1  of  SACR  66-12,  Vol.  Ill  (Continuad) 
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MAINTENANCE 

PRIORITY 


APPLICATION 


SU88ESTED 

UNO 


Critical  and  ittas  and  raparabla  tparaa  daaignatad 
•PRIORITY  REPAIR*. 

Naintananca  raquirad  to  raturn  Titan  FVSS  Hina  Safaty 
Applianca  (HSA)  aquipaant  to  oparational  atatua. 

4  Security  ayataa  diacrapanciaa  which  raquira  ona  two-  A 
aan  caapar  alart  taaa  IAN  8ACR  207- l A. 

Schadulad  training  diapatehea/taaka. 

Training  davicaa  raquiring  rapair  which  pravant  or 
dalay  atudant  or  aaintananca  training. 

TCTOa  and  MCLa  which  if  not  proaptly  coaplatad  could 
exceed  raciaion  data. 

Diacrapanciaa  expected  to  affact  ayataaa  or  aubayataaa 
which  will  not  diractly  iapact  alart  poatura  but  aay 
raault  in  a  guardad  aita  or  a  PNC  condition  or  a  aafe- 
ty  daficiancy  if  not  corractad  in  ainiaua  tiaa. 

Haintananca  raquirad  to  bring  aarvicaabla  quantitiaa 
up  to  an  aatabliahad  critical  laval. 

5  Tiaa  changa  raquiraaanta  for  ra-antry  ayataaa  and  B 

Titan  airborna  coaponanta  whan  dua  data  ia  not  iaai- 
nant. 


»- 

. 


Ovardua  pariodic  inapactiona  and  tiaa  changa  itaaa. 


Diacrapanciaa  not  axpactad  tc  raault  in  a  PNC  condit- 
i on |  but,  if  corractad  will  anhanca  aafaty,  waapon 
ayataa  oparatlon  or  incraaaa  raliability. 


Pariodic  inapactiona,  TCTOa,  HCLa,  and  tiaa  changa 

itaaa. 


Routina  aaintananca  of  training  activitiaa. 


Schadulad  calibration  and  unachadulad  rapaira  of  PHE 
not  liatad  undar  a  highar  priority  in  thia  tabla. 


Routina  rapair  of  aiaailaa  and  aupport  aquipaant  to 
includa  rapair  cyda  aaaata. 


Figura  8.  Tabla  1-1  of  SACR  66-12,  Vol.  Ill  (Continuad) 


MAINTENANCE 

PRIORITY 


APPLICATION 


SUG6ESTED 

UNO 


Fabrication  and  rapair  of  Moapon  systaa  itaas  not 
carrying  a  higher  priority  of  non-weapon  systaa  itaas. 

8  Reserved  for  futuro  mo.  NA 

9  Deferred.  NA 

NOTEi  Shop  aaintananca  raquirad  to  rapair  itaas  naadad  to  claar  sita 
discrapancias  will  carry  tha  priority  of  tha  sita  discrapaney  if  rapair 
is  not  adaquataly  covarad  aisawhara  in  this  Tabla. 

Figura  8.  Tabla  1-1  of  SACR  64-12,  Vol.  Ill  (Continuad) 

Tha  abova  tabla  daaonstratas  tha  inportanca  that  SAC  placad  upon 
tha  propar  parforaanea  of  aaintananca  and  upon  propar  linas  of 
authority.  This  tabla  would  ba  rawrlttan  or  a  now  tabla  addad  to  tha 
ragulation  if  tha  concapt  of  NCCHs  parforsing  LCC  aaintananca  wara  to  ba 
iaplaaantad  coaaand-wida. 

Tha  suggastion  has  baon  aada  at  SAC  Haadquartars,  at  Fiftaanth  Air 
Forca  Haadquartars,  and  at  soao  wings,  that  tha  NCCHs  on  duty  at  aach 
LCC  could  parfora  aoaa  of  tha  aora  siapla  aaintananca.  This  siapla 
aaintananca  would  includa  such  things  as  raaoval  and  raplacaaant  of 
drawars,  raplacing  aissing  scraws,  tightaning  scraws  and  aquipaant 
handlas,  raplacing  fusas  and  light  bulbs,  ate.  Tha  parcaivad  advantagas 
of  this  concapt  wara  (1)  that  at  laast  soaa  LCC  faults  would  ba  rapairad 
fastar,  and  (2)  that  significant  savings  in  fual  and  aanpowar  costs 
could  ba  achiavad.  Thara  was  also  tha  possibility  that  tha  concapt  sight 
provida  job  anrichsant  for  tha  NCCHs.  Tharafora,  tha  araa  of  MCCH  job 
anrichsant  was  exaained  to  tha  extent  it  iapactad  upon  tha  concapt  of 
NCCHs  parforsing  aaintananca.  Howavar,  tha  study  of  job  anrichsant  was 


not  tha  sain  thrust  of  this  rasaarch. 


RiHif ch  Objective 


The  objtctivt  o f  this  rtttarch  Mat  to  amwar  tht  rtttarch  qutttion 
by  accomplishing  tht  following  subob Jtctivtsi 

1.  Conduct  a  dotailtd  analysis  of  tht  existing  sainttnanct/optrational 
structure  of  tht  wings. 

2.  Conduct  a  dttailtd  analysis  of  tht  txisting  data,  including 
tainttnanca  rtcords  and  tht  writttn  tattrial  gtntrattd  by  tht  Project 
Ttatwork  tffort. 

3.  Conduct  a  thorough  rtvitw  of  tht  littraturt,  including  SAC  Regulation 
46-12  and  littraturt  pertaining  to  past  job  inrichatnt  proposals  for 
Hinuteman  HCCHs. 

4.  Conduct  an  attitude  survey  and  analyzed  the  rasponsts  using 
statistical  tools. 

3.  Generate  new  data  on  HCCH  alert  duties  using  survey  responses. 
Literature  Review 

The  literature  could  be  broken  down  into  three  broad  categories  as 
* 

followsi  (1)  Data  on  past  aissile  eaintenance,  from  all  six  missile 
wing's,  which  was  available  at  the  SAC  Haintenance  Analysis  Division  at 
Strategic  Air  Command  Headquarters.  (2)  Correspondence,  replies  to 
correspondence,  formal  opinions,  and  critiques  transmitted  between  SAC 
Headquarters  and  the  321st  Strategic  Hissile  King  (SHM)  at  Grand  Forks, 
North  Dakota  from  19S2  to  19S4.  This  material  concerned  Project 
Teamwork,  the  study  project  of  HCCHs  performing  LCC  maintenance  which 
the  321st  SHN  was  proposing  to  conduct  beginning  in  June  of  1964.  The 
material  included  the  321st  SHM  Plan  of  Operations  (OPORD)  for  the 
performance  of  the  study,  and  a  critique  of  the  OPORD  by  the  SAC  Office 
of  Hissile  Haintenance  Policies  and  Procedures  (SAC/LSBA) .  (3)  Past 


literature  on  job  enrichment  proposals  for  Hinuteman  HCCHs  and  Minuteman 
eaintenance  personnel.  This  literature  consisted  mostly  of  Air  Command 


and  Staff  College  <ACSC)  research  papers.  So  eany  ACSC  papers  have  been 
written  about  Minuteean  operations  and  aaintenance  personnel  that  only 
the  latest,  aost  relevant  papers  were  included  in  this  review. 

SAC  Regulation  66-12,  Intercontinental  Ballistic  Missile 
Maintenance  Hanaqeeent.  Voluees  I  to  VI,  covered  all  aspects  of 
the  IC8M  eaintenance  organization  functioning.  Any  proposals  which  would 
change  aaintenance  structure  or  responsibilities  eust  eeet  the  criteria 
set  forth  by  this  regulation  (61V0I.I,  Para.  1-6).  Interestingly,  there 
was  a  section  in  Voluee  I  (Paragraph  1-6)  entitled  'Testing  Procedural 
Iaproveaents"  which  stated  that  Maproveaent  of  aaintenance  aanageaent 
is  essential  to  keep  pace  with  technology  and  to  eaintain  an  econoeical 
operation”  (6xVol.  I,  Para.  1-6).  The  paragraph  set  forth  the  rules  for 
conducting  field  tests  of  new  procedures.  The  field  test  at  the  321st 
Strategic  Missile  Ming  (SUM)  was  to  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  this 
section  of  the  regulation. 

In  order  for  the  concept  of  operations  personnel  perforeing 
eaintenance  to  be  iepleeented,  portions  of  66-12  would  have  to  be 
revised  to  account  for  the  inclusion  of  these  personnel  into  the 
eaintenance  environeent  and  to  set  forth  the  new  division  of  tasks.  The 
subject  of  lieitations  on  types  of  aaintenance  which  operations 
personnel  could  perfore  would  also  have  to  be  addressed  by  the 
regulation  and  by  local  Operating  Instructions  at  each  Missile  Ming. 
Maintenance  perforeed  by  operations  crews  would  differ  slightly  froe  one 
wing  to  another  because  of  physical  differences  in  the  layout  of  the 
LCCs  and  different  types  of  installed  eguipeent. 

The  pre-existing  data  which  was  analyzed  as  a  part  of  this  research 


effort  mu  in  the  for*  of  *ainttnanc»  records  gathered  fro*  all  six 
Minuteaan  Ming*  over  the  yeara  and  kept  at  SAC  Headquarters  by  the  SAC 
Maintenance  Analysis  Division  <LSY>.  These  records  docuaented  the  nu*ber 
of  tikes  each  kind  of  Maintenance  task  was  perfor*ed.  The  data  Mas 
analyzed  to  deteraine  what  percentage  of  the  total  Maintenance  performed 
Mas  of  the  type  Mhich  Mould  be  perforned  by  HCCHs  if  the  proposal  Mere 
adopted.  The  data  base  could  be  grouped  by  tiie  period,  Ming,  type  of 
Maintenance,  or  in  any  other  May  Mhich  could  aid  in  an  analysis. 

An  exaaination  of  the  correspondence  between  SAC/LSBA  and  the  321 
SHN  concerning  Project  TeaaMork  gave  the  ongoing  history  of  the  planning 
of  the  only  field  test  ever  proposed  on  the  concept  of  HCCHs  perforaing 
Maintenance.  The  Plan  of  Operations  (OPORD)  written  by  Capt.  Roger 
Forsyth  of  3218MM/D0V,  and  other  321  SHN  operations  personnel,  described 
in  detail  their  ideas  on  how  to  train  HCCHs  in  Maintenance  and  precisely 
which  Maintenance  tasks  Mould  be  perforaed  by  HCCHs.  The  SAC  Office  of 
Haintenance  Policies  and  Procedures  critique  of  the  OPORD  gave  the 
thoughts  and  philosophy  of  SAC  Maintenance  Managers  on  the  sa*e 
subjects,  in  detail. 

In  light  of  the  above,  it  is  interesting  that  T.O.  21M-LGM25C-1 , 
which  is  the  operations  technical  order  for  the  Titan  II  weapon  systea, 
lists  one  of  the  duties  of  the  Titan  II  crew  coaaander  asi  *  f.  Directs 
Malfunction  analysis  activities  to  return  weapon  systea  to  a  state  of 
readiness  as  quickly  as  possible  C  Bi 7-33 . “  Titan  II  crews  have 
Maintenance  technical  orders  available  which  they  use  to  isolate 
Malfunctions.  The  actual  Malfunction  as  defined  by  this  Maintenance 


technical  data  aakes  up  the  inforsation  called  in  to  Job  Control,  unlike 


tht  Ninuteaan  weapon  systems  where  the  symptoms  only  are  callad  in.  In 
Ninuteaan,  Job  Control  makes  tha  final  determination  at  to  what  actually 
it  wrong.  In  fairnatt  to  Ninuteaan  crawt,  it  thould  ba  notad  that  Titan 
II  crawt  hava  four  members,  two  of  whoa  ara  anliitad  tachnicians  who 
know  aaintananca  procadurat. 

Allgaiar  <1*74)  coaaantad  on  tha  oparationi-aaintananca  division  in 
tha  U.S.  aittila  forca  atructura  at  followtt 

A  aain  conclution  that  tha  author  hat  raachad  it  that  it 
it  iaportant  to  braak  down  parochialita,  artificial 
diatinctiona,  and  barriart  whan  possible,  to  anabla  "blue 
suiters*  to  function  at  a  taaa.  Thit  it  particularly  trua  whan 
conatrainta,  tuch  at  aonay  and  tha  natura  of  tha  taak,  don't 
raally  entar  tha  pictura  and  policy  it  tha  inhibiting  forca. 

Allgaiar,  Chriitia  (3),  Kuanning  and  Nattson  (S) ,  and  Paolucci  (6) 

wara  all  concarnad  to  toaa  dagraa  with  job  anrichaant.  Chriitia  analyzad 

NCCH  job  aatiafaction  by  adainiataring  tha  Ninnesota  Vocational 

Ptychology  Rataarch  Taat  to  tha  antira  forca  of  NCCNs  at  Grand  Porkt  AFB 

in  1977.  Ha  found  tha  NCCNa ’  naadt  for  achiavaaant,  ability  utilization, 

craativity,  and  ratpontibi 1 ity  wara  not  adaquataly  aat  by  thair  alart 

dutiaa  (3:25-28).  Ha  baliavad  that  giving  HCCHi  addad  ratponti bi 1 i ti at , 

tuch  at  in  tha  araa  of  aaintananca,  would  halp  to  aaat  thaia  naadt 

(3:29-32). 

Kuanning  and  Mattson  (1976)  atatad  that  tha  laval  of  job 
diatatiaf action  among  NCCNa  wat  thraa  timaa  tha  avaraga  nationwida  laval 
for  all  typai  of  Amarican  workart  (5:125).  They  aatantially  propotad 
that  HCCht  thould  voluntarily  aitumt  toaa  of  tha  dutiaa  of  miaailt 
aaintananca  officara  (5:128).  Tha  actual  propoaal  wat  complicated  and 
involvad  tha  organization  of  anothar  layar  of  buraaucracy  within  tha 
aiasila  wings.  In  any  event,  their  proposal  was  not  adopted  by  SAC. 


Ptolucci  (1977)  concluded  that  KCCHs  war a  dissatisfiad  with  thair 


Jobs  baeauia  thay  lackad  tha  powar  to  actually  coaaand  thair  Nissila 
Flights  (6:36).  Ha  citad  axaaplas  of  HCCHt  who  gava  lawful  ordart  to 
Sacurity  and  Food  Sarvica  partonnal  aiaignad  to  thair  flight!,  only  to 
hava  tha  ordara  countaraandad  by  tha  anliatad  auparviaora  of  thaia 
paraonnal  who  wara  locatad  back  on  tha  baaa  (6:15-18).  Paolucci  alao 
fait  that  tha  praatiga  and  authority  of  oparationa  squadron  coaaandara 
waa  diainiahad  and  praaaptad  by  tha  various  staff  aganciaa  of  tha  DO 
(Oaputy  Coaaandar  for  Oparationa),  who  is  tha  squadron  coaaandara'  boas: 

Tha  squadron  coaaandar  functions  aora  aa  an  adainistrator 
than  aa  a  coaaandar  dua  to  this  cantralization  of  oparationa 
in  tha  CDO's  staff  aganciaal.  Tha  squadron  coaaandar  bacoaaa 
divorcad  froa  tha  oparationa  functions  sinca  ha  has  a  liaitad 
span  of  control,  doas  "own*  but  doaa  not  aanaga  tha  launch 
control  facllitiaa,  and  has  littla  authority  in  functions 
which  iapact  on  his  craw  aaabars  (61 18-19). 

Paolucci  propoaad  that  craw  job  dissatisfaction  ba  diainishad  and 
squadron  coaaandar  authority  incraaaad  by  assigning  sacurity  and  food 
sarvica  parsonnal  to  tha  oparations  squadrons  and  by  giving  tha  HCCMs 
coaaand  authority  ovar  thosa  parsonnal.  Ha  gava  spacific  and  datailad 
dascriptions  of  how  tha  proposal  could  ba  iaplaaantad  (6:29-33). 
Although  Paolucci  coaaantad  upon  various  proposals  of  pravious 
rasaarchars  (6:21-26),  including  job  anrichaant  proposals  (6:23-24),  ha 
did  not  addrass  tha  subjact  of  Hinutaaan  aaintananca. 

Chanzoff's  raport  (2)  was  part  of  a  sarias  of  resaarch  raports 
ordarad  by  tha  Air  Forca  and  was  eonductad  in  collaboration  with  tha 
Huaan  Rasourcas  Laboratory  at  Mright-Patterson  AFB.  Tha  study  was  an 


exploratory  study  using  s  qualitative  aethodology  which  ths  authors 
defended  as  "necessary  in  an  exploratory  study  of  this  kind  bscaust  tha 
eaphasis  is  on  tha  discovary  of  idaas  and  insights..."  <2* 1 -4 ) .  Tha 
rasaarchars  interviewed  aaintananca  parsonnal  of  all  ranks  at  ona  Titan 
II  and  thraa  Hinuteaan  wings.  Tha  rasaarchars  wars  looking  for  data  in 
271  "factors,"  or  catagorias.  Thay  actually  aada  recoaaendations  for 
iaprovaaant  in  115  of  those  catagorias,  ranging  froa  fraquancy  of  PCS 
(Paraanent  Change  of  Station)  aoves/transf ars  of  personnel  to 
availability  of  adequate  transportation  to  and  froa  tha  aissila  field. 
Tha  objective  of  the  study  was  to  "obtain  a  deeper  understanding  of  tha 
factors  which  influence  (aissila)  aaintananca,  froa  tha  perspective  of 
the  persons  aost  actively  involved"  (2a 1-1) .  The  study  offers  a  rare 
look  into  tha  aaintananca  parson's  view  of  aaintena  Tha  value  of 

a 

this  study  to  tha  research  effort  lias  in  its  plethora  of  inforaation 
and  opinions  derived  froa  tha  structured  interviews.  Where  tha 
researchers  saw  trends  in  tha  responses,  these  ware  coaaantad  upon. 

Ona  trend  perceived  by  Chanzoff,  at  al.  was  a  sort  of  a 
"union-shop"  attitude  prevalent  aaong  different  AFSCs  and  aaintananca 
shops  < 2 *  11-1  and  11-2).  Individuals  often  had  little  idea  of  tha 
aission  and  workload  of  other  shops.  Another  area  of  concern  to 
aaintananca  parsonnal  working  out  in  tha  aissila  fields  was  tiaa  spent 
driving  froa  ona  job  site  to  another  <2* 5-1 ) .  Similarly,  these  saaa 
parsonnal  felt  that  thay  ware  always  under  excessive  pressure  (2:5-2-3>, 
and  worked  too  hard  for  too  long  hours  < 2 1 5-3-3 > .  In  1984,  a  16-hour 
workday  was  paraittad.  In  a  siailar  vain,  aanagars  in  charge  of  eanpower 
allocation  worried  about  not  having  enough  people  available  to  do 


essential  Maintenance  (2t 5-4- 1 ) .  These  types  of  concerns  reflected  a 
perceived  need  for  either  sore  personnel  or  less  Maintenance.  If  the 
concept  of  operations  personnel  doing  sose  Maintenance  in  the  LCCs  Mere 
to  prove  feasible,  a  part  of  this  Morkload  could  be  transferred  froa  the 
Maintenance  organizations. 


II.  Hathodolo 


Specific  Problag 

The  objective  of  this  raaaarch  Mat  to  aaaaat  tha  practicality  of 
HCCHa  performing  ainor  LCC  aaintananca.  Tha  raaaarch  raaulta  Mart  to  ba 
aada  availabla  to  deciaion-aakera  Mho  could  than  dacida  Hhathar  to 
iaplaaant  tha  propoaal. 


Invaatiqati va  Quaationa.  Tha  Invaatigati va  Quaationa  uaad 
ara  liatad  hara. 

(1)  Mould  tha  uaa  of  oparationa  paraonnal  aa  aaintananca  axtandara 
anabla  Minutaaan  Miaaile  Minga  to  uaa  thair  aaintananca  raaourcaa  aora 
affactivaly,  aa  aaaaurad  byi (a)  A  loatr  projactad  quantity  of  LCC 
alactronic  aquipaant  downtiaaj  (b)  Laaa  aanhoura  apant  by  aaintananca 
paraonnal  in  tha  LCCaj  (c)  A  projactad  lOMar  uaa  of  fual  by  aaintananca 
vahiclaa  ? 

(2)  Mhat  Mould  ba  tha  principal  problaaa  involvad  Mith  tha 
iaplaaantation  of  thia  propoaal  and  how  could  thay  ba  ovarcoaa? 

(3)  To  Mhat  axtant  aight  tha  abova  problaaa  ba  "paopla*  problaaa  and 
Mhat  could  ba  dona  about  thaa? 

(4)  Mhat  Mould  ba  tha  banafita  of  iaplaaanting  thia  propoaal? 

(5)  To  Mhat  axtant  can  tha  banafita  ba  quantlfiad? 

(6)  Do  tha  idantifiad  banafita  outaaigh  tha  idantifiad  diaadvantagea,  or 
vict-vtraa?  (Tha  priaary  daciaion  rulaa  Mould  ba  fual  and  aaintananca 
aanhoura  aavtd,  if  anyj  and  any  aaaauraabla  dacraaaa,  raal  or  projactad, 
in  LCC  aquipaant  doantiaa.  A  aacondary  daciaion  rula,  hardar  to  aaaaura 
axcapt  by  a  longitudinal  atudy,  Mould  ba  an  incraaaa  in  job  aatiafaction 
by  HCCHa.) 

Tha  abova  quaationa  Mara  anaMtred  byi  (1)  An  analyaia  of  SAC 
Ragulation  66-12,  Intarcontinantal  Balliatic  Miaaila 
Maintenance  Management.  to  inaura  that  tha  propoaal  raaainad 
Mithin  aatabliahad  guideline*)  an  analyaia  of  tha  axiating  literature 


concerning  job  enrichaent  of  HCCHtj  an  analytic  of  the  aatarial 
generated  by  the  Project  Teaework  studyj  and  eaintenance  eanageeent  data 
obtained  froe  the  eaintenance  analytic  tectionc  at  the  Mings.  (2)  The 
retulta  of  an  opinion  turvey  adainiatered  to  a  ctratified  taeple  of  800 
HCCHt,  and  to  the  entire  population  of  operation!  ataff  and  tenior  ttaff 
officer!  (about  240  individual!) ,  Hinuteaan  eaintenance  officer!  (about 
210  individual!)  and  to  all  7-level  and  9-level  tuperviiort  in  316XX  and 
454XX  AFSCt  (tee  definition!  in  Chapter  1).  The  respontei  to  the 
quectionnairec  Mere  analyzed  both  qualitatively  and  quantitatively.  The 
lact  turvey  quection  eat  a  deliberate  open-ended  colicitation  of 
reiponcet.  It  eat  expected  that  a  qualitative  analytic  of  reiponiei  to 
that  quection  Mould  uncover  opinion!  and  trend!  not  detected  by  the 
other  turvey  queitionc.  Certain  other  ourvey  queitiom  Mere  included  for 
the  ipecific  purpose  of  gathering  data  about  hoe  HCCHt  ipend  tiae  on 
alert.  The  retpontei  Mere  uted  to  inveitigate  and  analyze  the  attitude! 
and  opinion!  about  thic  lubject  in  an  atteept  to  identify  potential 
barrier!  to  the  tuccettful  iapleeentation  of  the  propotal.  A  cecondary 
purpose  of  the  survey  Mat  to  gather  data  froe  the  HCCHt  at  to  hoM  they 
spent  their  alert  tiae.  To  the  Mriter's  knowledge,  such  data  eat  never 
collected  before.  This  data  could  be  useful  for  future  research  at  Nell 
as  for  this  research. 
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Hypotheses 

The  hypotheses  were  used  at  teats  to  determine  whether  or  not 
eeasurable  differences  existed  aeong  the  different  survey  populations 
regarding  their  feelings  and  opinions  concerning  NCCNs  perforeing  LCC 
•aintenance.  The  following  hypotheses  were  usedt 

Hypothesis  1.  A  eajority  (between  SIX  and  67X) )  of  NCCNs 
would  reject  the  proposal. 

(a)  The  percentage  rejecting  would  be  sealler  aeong  First 
Lieutenants  and  Captains  with  3  or  sore  years  on  crew  than  aeong  Second 
Lieutenants  and  First  Lieutenants  with  less  than  3  years  experience,  but 
a  eajority  (eore  than  50X)  of  these  eore  experienced  NCCMs  would  still 
disapprove  the  proposal. 

(b)  More  DMCCCs  than  NCCCs  would  disapprove  of  the  proposal.  This 
is  a'  type  of  corollary  of  (a),  since  DHCCCs  are  aleost  always  less 
experienced  than  HCCCs. 

(c)  Aeong  NCCMs  apposed  to  the  proposal,  the  eost  coeeon  reasons 
given  for  opposition,  not  necessarily  in  order  of  iaportance,  would  bet 

<i>  Operations  and  aaintenance  should  not  be  eixed,  for 

various  reasons,  includingi 

-  belief  that  it  is  beneath  an  officer's  station  to 
perfore  eaintenance 

-  belief  that  operations  and  eaintenance  eust  always  be 
separated  as  a  principle 

-  an  actual  fear  of  the  physical  action  of  doing 
eaintenance 


-  belief  that  NCCMs  should  perfore  no  sore  Maintenance 
than  do  other  operations  personnel  -  especially  aircraft 
flight  crews 

(ii)  A  fear  that  crews  would  be  evaluated  on  Maintenance  tasks 


during  scheduled  Standardization  Evaluations  (see  definitions  under 
"DOV"),  or  that  DOV  Evaluator  HCCHs  would  check  other  HCCH's  work 
in  the  LCC. 

(iii)  A  fear  that  an  increase  in  training  would  result  and 

this  would  aean  a  decrease  in  tine  off  which  is  already  perceived 
by  HCCHs  as  being  at  a  einieua. 

(iv)  A  fear  that  an  increasing  nuaber  of  aaintenance  tasks 
would  be  loaded  onto  HCCHs  with  the  result  being  the  HCCHs  would 
coae  to  be  regarded  as  aaintenance  personnel. 

(v)  A  belief  that  the  existing  workload  in  the  LCC  is  too 

heavy  to  allow  far  aaintenance  by  HCCHs.  Of  HCCHs  expressing  this 
belief,  a  aajority  would  cite  the  presence  of  the  new  AFSATCOH 
equipaent  in  the  LCCs  as  contributing  to  an  increased  HCCh 

workload. 

(vi)  A  fear  that  being  trained  in  aaintenance  would  degrade 
HCCH  proficiency  in  their  prlaary  duties. 

(vi i)  A  fear  that  aore  tiae  would  be  spent  on  an  alert  tour 

because  of  aaintenance  actions. 

(viii)  A  belief  that  there  would  not  be  enough  aaintenance  to 
justify  the  work  of  setting  up  the  prograa. 

<ix>  A  belief  that  iapleaentation  would  cause  friction  between 
operations  and  aaintenance  functions. 

(x)  A  belief  that  iapleaentation  would  seriously  daeage  HCCH 
aorale. 

(xi)  A  significant  nuaber  (approxiaately  10X)  of  HCCHs  opposed 
to  the  concept  would  request  that  a  third  crewaeaber  be  added  to 


help  with  a  recently  increased  coeeunications  workload  (due  to  the 
recent  installation  of  AFSATCOH  equipment). 

(xii)  A  seasurable  nueber  (approxisately  5X)  of  HCCHs  opposed 
would  state  that  the  old  40-hour  alert  concept  used  prior  to  1978 
should  be  reinstated  so  that  one  crew  would  be  in  the  capsule  for 
only  12  hours  instead  of  for  24  hours  (Under  the  *40-hour"  alert 
systee,  two  crews  (HCCs)  were  on  alert  at  one  tiae  -  one  crew 
actually  in  the  LCC  and  the  other  in  rest  status  topside  in  the 
LCF.  Every  12  hours,  the  crews  would  change  over.  The  alerts  were 
about  40  hours  long.). 

(xiii)  A  belief  that  the  SAC  Hanageeent  Evaluation  Teaa 
(SACHET)  would  cut  eaintenance  Banning  if  the  proposal  were 
iapleaented. 

(d)  HCCHs  working  as  DOV  Evaluators  or  as  DOTI  Instructors  would 
not  differ  significantly  in  percentages  for  and  against  the  proposal, 
froe  all  other  HCCHs  (not  sore  than  5X  difference). 

<e>  HCCHs  who  approved  of  the  proposal  would  do  so  with  the 
following  caveatsi 

(i)  A  belief  that  the  Initial  Qualification  Training  (IQT) 
given  to  officers  who  were  in  training  to  becose  HCCHs  at 
Vandenberg  AFB  should  be  extended  to  include  drawer  rsaoval  and 
replaceBent  faailiarization  training.  This  would  wove  the  burden  of 
HCCH  eaintenance  training  froe  the  wings  to  the  4315th  Coebat  Crew 
Training  Squadron  at  Vandenberg  AFB. 

(ii)  A  belief  that  LCC  aaintenance  by  HCCHs  should  be  lisited 
to  sieple  reaoval  and  replaceeent  of  electronic  equipsent  drawers, 
tightening  handles  and  screws,  and  so  on. 


(iii)  A  belief  that  any  LCC  Maintenance  by  HCCHs  should  only 
be  performed  with  the  approval  and  active  cooperation  of  Job 
Control. 

<iv)  A  belief  that  iepleeentation  of  the  proposal  would  save 
eeintenance  resources)  principally  fuel  and  Maintenance  Manhours. 

(v)  A  belief  that  HCCHs  would  not  be  capable  of  perforaing 
troubleshooting  since  they  had  not  been  trained  in  any  Maintenance 
troubleshooting  techniques. 

< vi >  A  belief  that  various  "people"  probleas  associated  with 
iapleaentation  would  inhibit  the  practicality  of  the  proposal. 

(vii)  A  belief  that  exposure  to  Maintenance  would  broaden  the 
horizons  of  NCCH  officers. 

(viii)  A  belief  that  exposure  to  Maintenance  would  result  in 
job  enrlchaent  for  NCCMs. 

(ix)  A  aeesurable  percentage  (approxiaately  5X)  of  HCCHs  who 
approved  of  the  proposal  would  also  ask  for  a  third  crewaeaber  to 
be  assigned  to  help  with  a  recently  increased  coaMunications 
workload  due  to  the  recent  installation  of  AFSATCOM  equipaent  in 
the  ICCs. 

(x)  A  significant  proportion  (approxiaately  10X)  of  HCCHs  who 
approve  of  the  proposal  would  suggest  that  the  "40-hour"  alert 
systee  used  prior  to  1978  be  reinstated  so  that  one  crew  would  be 
in  the  capsule  for  only  12  hours  instead  of  for  24  hours. 

(f)  Approxiaately  75X  of  al 1  NCCH  respondents  would  answer 
either  "d"  or  "e"  to  questions  144  and  45.  These  questions  dealt  with 
HCCH  authority  to  control  the  flow  of  Maintenance  in  their  ICCs  while  on 
alert.  Less  than  50X  of  all  NCCH  respondents  would  choose  answers  "dH 


or  *■*  to  quastion  #46,  which  daalt  with  inspaction  of  coaplatad 
aaintananca  by  aaintananca  parionntl. 

Hypothaaia  2.  Tha  proportion  of  MCCMs  with  aaintananca 

axparianca  who  ara  oppoaad  to  tha  proposal  will  ba  significantly  lass 
(by  approxiaataly  20X)  than  tha  proportion  of  all  othar  aissila 
oparations  officars  who  ara  opposad  to  tha  proposal.  Tha  assuaption  was 
that  MCCMs  with  aaintananca  axparianca  would  tand  to  bo  lass  anxious 
about  parforaing  aaintananca  bacausa  of  thair  pravious  axpoaura  to 
aaintananca. 

Hypothasls  3.  Tha  aajority  of  all  oparations  staff  officars 
and  oparations  sanior  staff  officars  (approxiaataly  55X)  would  approva 
of  tha  proposal. 

(a)  Mora  oparations  sanior  staff  officars  (AFBC  1816)  than 
oparations  staff  officars  (AFSC  1833)  would  approva  of  tha  proposal 
(approxiaataly  10X).  Tha  assuaption  was  that  tha  oparations  sanior 
staff  officars's  graatar  braadth  of  aissila  axparianca,  oftan  in 
both  oparations  and  aaintananca,  would  tand  to  causa  oparations 
sanior  staff  officars  to  favor  tha  proposal. 

<b)  At  laast  20X  aora  oparations  sanior  staff  officars  with 
aaintananca  axparianca  would  favor  tha  idaa  than  would  oparations 
sanior  staff  officars  who  lackad  aaintananca  axparianca.  Tha 
assuaption  was  that  aaintananca  axparianca  would  ba  assoclatad  with 
a  graatar  tandancy  to  favor  tha  proposal. 

<c>  Qua  to  thair  ralativaly  racant  axparianca  as  MCCMs,  tha 
oparations  staff  officars  would  parallal  (within  5X)  NCCN  faalings 
on  tha  proposal . 


<d)  More  operations  tt aff  officer*  Mho  Mtrt  assigned  to  th» 
Codot  Division  <D09)  Mould  favor  tho  proposal  than  Mould  operations 
staff  officors  Mho  Mork  in  exclusively  opsrations-oriontod 
positions  such  as  DQ22  and  DOTH  (approxieately  15X  difference).  The 
assueption  Mas  that  exposure  to  Maintenance  Mould  be  associated 
Mith  an  increased  tendency  to  approve  of  the  proposal. 

(e)  operations  senior  staff  officers  and  operations  staff 
officers  Mould  cite  the  ease  reasons  as  HCCMs  for  either  favoring 
or  opposing  the  proposal. 

Hypothesis  4.  The  Majority  of  Missile  Maintenance  Officer 
personnel  Mould  favor  the  proposal  (approxiaately  55X). 

(a)  More  Missile  Maintenance  Officer  personnel  Mith  ICBM 
operations  experience  Mould  favor  the  proposal  than  Mould  Missile 
Maintenance  Officers  Mithout  operations  experience  (approxieately 
15X  difference).  The  assueption  mss  that  eider  breadth  of 
experience  Mould  be  associated  Mith  a  tendency  to  favor  the  idea. 

(b)  More  Missile  Maintenance  Officers  in  grades  Second 
Lieutenant  to  Captain  Mould  disapprove  of  the  proposal  than  Missile 
Maintenance  Officers  in  grades  Major  to  Colonel  (approxieately 
10X).  The  assueption  mss  that  the  eore  junior  personnel  Mould 
usually  lack  the  breadth  of  experience  of  eore  senior  Missile 
Maintenance  Officers,  as  per  the  assueption  of  (a).  The  exception 
to  this  Mould  be  that  junior  Missile  Maintenance  Officers  Mith  ICBM 
operations  experience  Mould  tend  to  favor,  not  disapprove  of,  the 
proposal  (approxieately  67X  in  favor),  as  per  the  assueption  of 


(c)  Hi  ail  1 •  Maintenance  Officers  fevering  or  disapproving  of 
tho  proposal  Mould  generally  cits  tho  sane  reasons  as  MCCMs, 
operations  senior  staff  officers,  and  operations  Staff  Officers. 
One  exception  to  this  Mould  be  that  approxieately  10X  of  the 
Hissile  Maintenance  Officers  disapproving  of  the  idea  Mould  cite  as 
a  justification  for  disapproval  a  fear  that  MCCMs  Mould  not  be 
capable  of  perforaing  an  acceptable  level  of  quality  eaintenancei 
Nhether  for  reasons  of  a  lack  of  training  or  a  lack  of  talent. 
Hypothesis  5.  A  Majority  of  enlisted  Maintenance  supervisors 
(approxieately  S5X)  Mould  favor  the  proposal. 

(a)  3167X  personnel  (EMT  and  E-Lab  technician  supervisors) 
Mill  approve  of  the  idea  (approxieately  67X).  The  assueption  Mould 
be  that  this  Mould  be  due  to  a  perceived  lessening  of  the  3167X 
Norkload. 

(b)  A  Majority  of  44S70  personnel  (FNT  technician  supervisors) 
Mould  tend  to  be  neutral  concerning  the  proposal  (approxieately 
3SX).  The  assueption  Mas  that  this  mss  due  to  a  perception  by  these 
personnel  that  draNer  renoval  and  replaceaent  Mould  be  of  only 
peripheral  interest  to  the  type  of  Maintenance  perforeed  by  the 
434XX  career  field  (Preventive  Maintenance  Inspections,  battery 
Maintenance,  environeental  control  systea  Maintenance,  electrical 
pouer  systea  Maintenance). 

(c)  Significantly  aore  9-level  AFSCs  (99601,  31699,  45499) 

than  7-level  AFSCs  (3167X,  44370)  Mould  favor  the  proposal 

(difference  of  approxiMately  20X).  These  9-level  personnel  Mere  the 
senior  enlisted  supervisors,  usually  had  a  ainiaue  of  at  least  10 


yurt  in  Ninuteaan  aaintananca,  and  had  an  incoaparabla  depth  of 
understanding  of  tha  weapon  ayataa  froa  a  aaintananca  viewpoint. 
44599a  ware  foraar  44570  personnel ,  31699s  ware  foraar  3167X 

personnel,  and  99601s  could  have  bean  either  or  neither.  The 

assuaption  was  that  the  relatively  greater  breadth  of  experience, 
tiae  in  ICBM  aaintananca,  and  aore  tiae  spent  associating  with 
operations  personnel  over  the  years  would  be  associated  with  a 
greater  tendency  to  favor  the  proposal. 

Hypothesis  6.  More  respondents  in  every  category  who 

answered  question  #59  would  choose  answer  "g"  ("No  inspection  necessary 
if  the  equipaent  works  properly. ">  than  any  other  answer.  This  would  be 
because  of  a  general  belief  that  MCCMs  would  perfora  the  saae  level  of 
quality  aaintananca  on  a  drawer  RfcR  as  a  regular  aaintananca  teaa  would. 
Further  supporting  evidence  for  this  hypothesis  would  be  over  50%  of 
respondents  choosing  answers  "a*  or  *b"  for  questions  #18,  20,  30,  and 
34;  and  over  SOX  of  respondents  choosing  answers  "d"  or  "e"  for 
questions  #16  and  19.  These  questions  all  cover  the  area  of  MCCM  ability 
to  perfora  quality  aaintananca. 


III.  Survey  Responses  and  Maintenance  Analysis  Pita 


Survey  Responses!  Dsaoqraphic  Pat* 

A*  was  nottd  prtvicusly,  ths  qusstionnairs  (Appendix  A)  was  sant 
out  to  HCCHs,  oparations  staff  offlcars  (IB3S  AFSCs) ,  operations  senior 
staff  officers  (1814  AFSCs),  aissila  aaintananca  officers  (31XX  AFSCs), 
9-level  enlisted  supervisors  in  the  99601,  31699,  and  44S99  AFSCs,  and 
7-level  enlisted  supervisors  in  the  3167X  and  44S70  AFSCs.  The  address 
labels  which  ware  used  to  sail  out  the  questionnaires  to  the  field  were 
generated  by  the  ATLAS  personnel  coeputer  via  AFHPC  at  Randolph  AFB, 
Texas.  The  coeputer  was  prograeaed  to  generate  address  labels  in  the 
following  categoriesi  (1)  ISO  HCCHs  (1823  and  1625  duty  AFSCs)  at  each 
of  the  six  Hinuteaan  wings  for  a  total  of  800  HCCHs.  In  statistical 
teres,  this  would  be  called  a  "stratified  saeple"  of  the  HCCH 
population.  (2)  The  entire  population  (in  statistical  teres,  a  "census") 
of  operations  staff  and  senior  staff  officers,  eissile  eaintenancs 
officers,  9-level  enlisted  aaintenance  supervisors  in  AFSCs  31699, 

44570,  and  99601|  and  7-level  enlisted  aaintenance  supervisors  (3167X 
and  44570  AFSCs  only)  at  each  of  the  six  Hinuteaan  wings.  The 
approxieate  site  of  each  of  these  groups  was  estieated  using  conaonly 
available  personnel  wanning  level  data  obtained  froe  CBPO  eicroflche 
files  and  froe  aanning  estieates  provided  by  Headquarters  8AC/L6B. 

The  approxieate  size  of  each  AFSC  group  was  estieated  to  be  as 


fol lowsi 


TABLE  I 


ESTIMATED  SIZES  OF  TAR8ET  POPULATIONS 

UtiaUiAiu 


fiESC.Scsas  ai.EmliUaa 

1816  90 

1S35  150 

31XX  210 

99601  75 

31699  15 

[  44599  5 

3167X  175 

44570  120 


The  ATLAS  personnel  computer  search  did  not  dll ferentiate  address 

labels  by  AFSC.  This  aeant  that  the  AFSC  of  any  particular  individual 

could  only  be  guessed.  This  could  be  done  Mith  a  fair  degree  of  accuracy 

in  east  cases  by  coeparing  the  rank  and  unit  assignnent  of  the 

individual.  For  exaaple,  a  First  Lieutenant  assigned  to  a  strategic 
I  * 

eissile  squadron  mss  in  all  likelihood  a  MCCM.  A  First  Lieutenant 
assigned  to  a  eaintenance  squadron  Mould  have  to  be  a  Missile 

I  Maintenance  Officer.  A  Chief  Master  Sergeant  Mas  a  9-level  supervisor. 

Returned  questionnaires  gave  the  respondent's  duty  AFSC  and  enlisted 
skill  level  (if  applicable)  as  part  of  the  deaographic  data  section, 

questions  1  through  15.  A  total  of  23  labels  Mere  discarded  on  first 

inspection  because  they  Mere  addressed  to  bases  other  than  the  six 
desired  or  because  the  individuals  addressed  did  not  fall  in  the  target 
populations  (exaaplei  addressed  to  an  A1C,  Mho  by  virtue  of  lack  of  rank 
could  not  possibly  be  a  7-level  or  •  9-level).  The  reaaining  1410 
questionnaires  Mere  sent  out  to  the  field.  1047  questionnaires  Mere 
returned  for  a  percentage  returned  of  74.26X.  Of  those  questionnaires 
returned,  37  Mere  not  usable  for  various  reasons  (ie,  iaproperly  filled 
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out  ao  aa  to  bt  unuaabla,  tnliatad  raapondanta  not  7-laval  or  9-laval 
ptrtonnal).  This  lift  1010  quoationnairoa  avallabla  for  analyaia.  Tha 
parcantaqa  of  uaabla  raturna  aaa  tharafora  71.63X. 

Daaoqraphle  Data.  Tha  braakdown  of  raturnad  quaationnalraa 
by  AF8C  and  by  Ming  waa  aa  follOMai 

TABLE  I! 

RESPONDENTS  AFSC  BY  NIN6  MATRIX  TABLE 


44SMMI  90SNHI 


91SMHI 321SMUI 341SMH I 351SMNI  Total 


I 

47  !  351 


oparationa  i 
ataff  ! 


oparationa  ) 
aanior  ataff! 


aiaaila  I 

aaintananca  .1 
officar  ! 


9-laval  I 
auparviaor*  I 


3 1 6  7  X  I 

auparviaor  I 


44570  ! 

auparviaor  I 


52 

1 

1 

66 

1 

51  ! 

!  59 

I 

I 

76 

16 

f 

1 

1 

21 

1 

1 

1 

19  ! 

1 

!  14 

1 

1 

20 

MONTHS 


MCCC4 


Figure  9.  HCCC»  and  DMCCCs  by  Tie*  on  Cron  in  Months 


Included  aaong  the  respondents  Mere  the  following  nuabers  of 

Colonels  snd  Lieutenant  Colonelsi 

1  Deputy  Coaaander  for  Operations  (DO) 

3  Assistant  DOs 

3  Deputy  Coaaanders  for  Maintenance  (DCMs) 

3  Assistant  DCMs 

13  Strategic  Missile  Squadron  Coaaanders  (SMS/CCs) 

9  Missile  Maintenance  Squadron  Coaaanders  (0MM8/CC  or  FMM8/CC) 

18  Operations  Division  Chiefs  (DO  agencies) 

14  Maintenance  Division  Chiefs  (DCM  agencies) 

The  breakdown  of  MCCMs  by  assignaent  was  as  follows! 

42  Flight  Coaaanders,  37  Flight  Coaaanders'  Deputies 
103  Line  MCCCs,  61  Line  DMCCCs 
16  DOV  MCCCs,  IS  DOV  DMCCCs 
33  DOTI  MCCCs,  26  DOT!  DMCCCs 

Question  tlO  asked  MCCMs  hOM  aany  aonths  cuaulative  experience  they 
had  as  MCCMs.  The  MCCCs  who  answered  the  question  tended  to  have  aore 
experience  than  the  DMCCCs  because  all  MCCMs  aust  begin  their  tiae  as 
DMCCCs.  Figure  9  deaonstrates  the  resultant  distribution  anong  MCCCs  and 
DMCCCs. 


Assignaents  of  operations  staff  (1835s)  and  ssnior  staff  (1816s) 

Mtroi 

00V  (Evaluation) i  3  ssnior  staff,  0  staff 

OQT  (Training) i  9  ssnior  staff,  26  staff 

009  (Codes) i  6  ssnior  staff,  33  staff 

0022  (Plans  6  Intel.) i  7  ssnior  staff,  20  staff 

Other  (including  8H8  squadrons)!  33  ssnior  staff,  24  staff 

Ousstion  *15  asked  operations  personnel  if  they  had  any  ICON 

eaintenance  experience.  Respondents  were  subdivided  into  four 

categories!  senior  staff,  staff,  HCCCs,  and  DHCCCs.  Eight  out  of  60 

(13. 3X)  senior  staff  officers,  12  out  of  104  staff  officers  (11. SX),  13 

out  of  196  HCCCs  (6.6X),  and  3  out  of  139  DHCCCs  (2.2X)  had  previous 

ICBH  eaintenance  experience.  This  data  suggests  that  the  likelihood  of 

operations  personnel  having  had  eaintenance  experience  Increases  with 

tine  spent  in  operations.  Five  senior  staff  officers,  7  staff  officers, 

one  HCCC,  and  one  DHCCC  had  been  elseile  eaintenance  officers.  Two  staff 

officers,  7  HCCCs,  and  3  DHCCCs  had  enlisted  ICBH  eaintenance 

experience.  One  staff  officer  and  3  HCCCs  had  been  both  enlisted 

eaintenance  personnel  and  aissile  eaintenance  officers.  Three  senior 

staff  officers,  2  staff  officers,  and  one  HCCC  had  aircraft  eaintenance 

experience.  One  HCCC  had  eissile  eaintenance  experience  on  Trident 

subaarines. 

Officers  in  eissile  eaintenance  (31XX  AFSCs)  were  assigned  as 
followsi 

20  assigned  to  eaintenance  squadrons  (FHHS  or  0HHS) 

24  assigned  to  Haintenance  Control  Division 
12  assigned  to  Haintenance  Support  Division 
5  assigned  to  Quality  Control  Division 
9  assigned  to  Training  Control  Division 

7  worked  directly  for  the  DCH  (included  3  DCHs,  3  Assistant  OCRs) 

4  assigned  to  other  functions 
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MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS  KITH 
OPCMTIOtfS  EXPERIENCE 


NONE  NCCH  HZl.  HcCN,  OTHER 
ONLY  STUFF  STAFF, 
SENIOR 
STAFF 


Figure  10.  Hissile  Maintenance  Officers'  ICBH  Operation*  Experience 


Question  #14  asked  Missile  Maintenance  officers  if  they  had  had  any 
experience  in  ICBH  operations.  The  Majority  of  Missile  Maintenance 
officers  had  operations  experience.  Out  of  161  respondents,  90  (53.921 
had  soae  sort  of  previous  experience  in  ICBH  operations.  71  (44.12)  had 
no  such  experience.  40  (24.92)  had  been  HCCHs,  28  (17.42)  had  been  both 
HCCNs  and  staff  officers,  and  18  (11.12)  had  been  HCCHs,  staff  officers, 
and  senior  staff  officers.  Four  individuals  (2.52)  had  been  enlisted 
HCCHs  on  either  the  Atlas  or  Titan  ICBHs.  Figure  10  illustrates  these 
findings.  It  would  be  intuitively  teapting  to  believe  that  the 
experience  of  having  served  "on  both  sides  of  the  house"  would  give 
those  Missile  Maintenance  officers  who  had  had  previous  Missile 
operations  experience  a  different  outlook  on  the  probless  faced  by 
operations  personnel  than  their  non-experienced  conteaporaries  Might 
have.  These  two  groups'  responses  to  various  questions  on  the 


questionnaire  were  explored  later  in  this  chapter.  Responses  of 


operations  officers  to  Quostion  113  art  also  coapared  with  thest  groups 
later  in  this  chapter 

Enlisted  survey  respondents  Mere  also  broken  doen  deaographical ly. 
These  respondents  Mere  assigned  as  shouni 

Maintenance  squadrons  (FMMS  ti  0HH8)i  6  9-levels,  1  3167X,  2  44970 
Maintenance  Control  Division!  1 6  9-levels,  27  3167X,  8  44870 
Maintenance  Support  Division!  S  9-levels,  25  3167X,  2  44570 
Duality  Control  Division!  10  9-levels,  14  3167X ,  11  44570 
Training  Control  Division!  12  9-levels,  16  3167X,  10  44570 
Norked  directly  for  DCMi  6  9-levels,  1  3167X 
Assigned  to  other  functions!  3  3167X,  4  44570 

The  9-level  supervisors  generally  held  iaportant  positions  Mithin 
the  Maintenance  coaplex.  26  Mere  Maintenance  Superintendents  and  25  each 
Mere  Branch  Chiefs  or  NCQlCs.  The  3167X  personnel  Mere  concentrated  in 
the  Maintenance  Control  and  Maintenance  Support  Divisions,  Mith  saaller 
nuebers  in  the  Training  Control  Division  (TTB  Instructors)  and  the 
duality  Control  Division  (OCtiE  evaluators  and  inspectors).  The  44570 
personnel  Mere  also  found  in  the  Training  Control  and  Quality  Control 
Divisions  for  the  saae  reasons.  A  saaller  nuaber  Mere  assigned  to  the 
Maintenance  Control  Division.  A  feu  7-levels  Norked  directly  for  the 
DCM. 

These  NCOs  foraed  the  nucleus  of  supervision  in  the  aaintenance 
coaplex.  As  is  deaonstrated  elseuhere  in  this  Chapter,  the  officer 
eaintenance  personnel  as  a  group  had  only  a  fraction  of  the  Minuteaan 
aaintenance  experience  that  these  NCOs  had,  especially  the  9-level 
senior  enlisted  supervisors. 

Unfortunately,  a  dearth  of  NCOs  has  resulted  in  aost  of  this 
experience  being  tied  to  desks  at  the  Ming  instead  being  put  to  use  out 
in  the  field.  Maintenance  teaas  Mere  often  led  by  junior  enlisteds. 


TABLE  III 


QUESTION  *12 
MONTHS  IN  PRESENT  JOB 


1 

<  6  1 

6-12 

12-24 

i  24-36 

>  36 

1 

eissile  7 

eaintenance  I 
officer  1 

1 

34  1 

1 

67 

31 

1  7 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

9-level  1 

21 

28 

1  15 

12 

1 

1 

1 

3167X  1 

ammmu 

mttmt 

36 

1  18 

31 

1 

1 

1 

44370  1 

i 

23  1 

21 

20 

1  12 

3 

! 

1 

operations  ! 
senior  1 
staff  l 

1 

14  1 

1 

23 

15 

1  3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

operations  1 
staff  1 

1 

13  I 

27 

45 

i  11 

6 

1 

1 

t 

Question  #12  was  designed  to  detereine  tiee  individuals  had  been  in 
their  present  job.  The  anseers  reflected  a  relatively  high  rate  of 
turnover,  especially  aeong  elssile  eaintenance  officers.  121  out  of  162 
eissile  eaintenance  officers  who  answered  the  question  had  been  in  their 
present  position  far  less  then  one  year,  and  94  out  of  162  had  held 
their  present  position  for  less  than  6  eonths.  Only  10  had  been  in  their 
present  job  for  sore  than  two  years. 

The  answers  to  Question  #13,  "How  aany  years  (total)  do  you  have  in 
Hinuteean  eaintenance?*,  reflected  both  the  relative  depth  of  experience 
aeong  enlisted  respondents  and  the  relative  lack  of  experience  aeong 
officer  respondents,  regardless  of  career  field. 
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TABLE  IV 


QUE8TIQN  113 

YEARS  IN  HINUTEHAN  MAINTENANCE 


1  None 

1  <  2 

1  2-4 

t  4-6 

6-10 

>  10 

1 

aiaailo 

aaintonanco 

officer 

1  3 

I  64 

1  33 

1  20 

16 

26 

1 

1 

1 

oporationa 

aonior 

ataff 

I  55 

I  0 

1  3 

t  1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

oporationa 

ataff 

1  92 

1  1 

1  3 

1  4 

3 

1 

1 

1 

9-level 

I  0 

1  0 

1  1 

1  4 

27 

SB 

I 

1 

3167X 

!  1 

1  8 

1  6 

t  13 

S3 

63 

1 

1 

44570 

1  1 

:  2 

:  is 

:  5 

37 

24 

1 

1 

1 

MCCC 

1  190 

1  2 

i  l 

1  0 

0 

3 

I 

1 

DNCCC 

t  136 

1  0 

1  0 

i  l 

0 

2 

1 

1 

The  above  table  deaonatratoa  tht  relative  lack  of  aiasile 
aaintonanco  experience  aaong  officora  of  all  AFSCa.  100  out  of  164 
■iaailo  aaintonanco  officora  ( 6 1 X  >  havo  loaa  than  four  year ‘a 
OMporionca.  Aaong  oporationa  ptraonnol,  12  out  of  104  ataff  officora 
<11. 3X )  havo  aooo  Minutoaan  aaintonanco  experience.  Fivo  out  of  60 
aonior  ataff  officora  (8.3X)  havo  experience,  while  only  6  out  of  196 
HCCCa  <3. IX)  and  3  out  of  139  DNCCa  (2.2X)  havo  experience.  Thia  ia  a 
aignificant  contraat  to  queation  *14,  in  which  55. 9X  of  roaponding 
oiaailo  aaintonanco  officora  atatod  that  thoy  had  aoao  aort  of  ICBN 
oporationa  experience,  aoatly  (24. 9X)  aa  MCCNa.  Thia  auggoata  a 
priaarily  one-way  flow  froa  oporationa  to  aaintonanco  aaong  Minutoaan 
officer  poraonnol.  Thia  can  bo  partly  explained  by  recalling  that  there 
are  approxiaatoly  1400  MCCMa  in  the  Minutoaan  weapon  ayatoa  coaparod  to 


approxiaately  210  aiasila  aaintananca  officers  of  all  ranks  and  all  3 1 X X 
AFSCs.  Adding  approxiaataly  240  oparationa  staff  and  aanior  staff 
officars  brings  tha  officar  operations-to-aaintenance  ratio  to  about  8il 
in  favor  of  oparations  officars.  It  could  ba  arguad  that  tha  unequal 
ratio  of  aaintananca  officars  aith  oparations  axparianca  to  operations 
officars  aith  aaintananca  axparianca  only  reflects  tha  ratio  of 
oparations  officars  to  aaintananca  officers.  This  is  because  there  are 
aora  oparations  officars  Mho  can  retrain  into  aaintananca  than 
vica-varsa. 

Survey  Responses!  Coaparison  to  Hypotheses 

Hypothases-to-Questions  Correlations.  Certain  groups  of 
questions  Mara  designed  to  aeasura  different  aspects  of  tha  respondents' 
attitudes  touards  tha  concept  of  MCCHs  parforaing  liaitad  LCC 
aaintananca.  Tha  quastiona  m are  grouped  as  follONSi 

Opinions  on  tha  ability  of  MCCHs  to  perfora  aaintanancai  Questions 
•16,  18,  19,  20,  28,  30,  34,  38,  and  41. 

Opinions  on  tha  proposition  that  such  aaintananca  Mould  add  to  tha 
Morkloads  of  tha  MCCHs  and  of  tha  Mings'  training  and  evaluation 
agonciesi  Questions  #24,  25,  26,  27,  and  32. 

Opinions  on  tha  proposition  that  such  aaintananca  Mould  degrade  tha 
parforaanca  and/or  proficiency  of  HCCMs'  priaary  LCC  dutiasi  Questions 
•37  and  39. 

Opinions  on  tha  proposition  that  if  MCCHs  began  to  perfora 
aaintananca  they  Mould  ba  given  an  increasing  share  of  tha  aaintananca 
Morkload  over  tiaa,  and  Mould  eventually  coaa  to  ba  regarded  as 
aaintananca  personnel i  Question  M2. 

Questions  designed  to  aeasura  tha  respondents'  opinion  for  or 
against  tha  concept  of  HCCMs  parforaing  liaitad  LCC  aaintanancai 
Questions  #17,  22,  35,  36,  40)  Questions  •60-62  (to  tha  extant  that 
ansuer  "a"  for  each  question  mss  tha  ans Mar  of  choice). 

Opinions  on  tha  degree  of  MCCM  familiarity  with  draaar  raaoval  and 
raplacaaant  actionsi  Question  *38. 


Questions  designed  to  solicit  HCCH  opinions  on  the  typo  of 
oaintononco  guidolinos  that  ought  to  go  along  with  the  concept  of  HCCHs 
perforaing  liaited  LCC  aaintenancei  Questions  443-46. 

Questions  designed  to  discover  how  HCCHs  spent  their  tiae  while  on 
alert  duty  in  the  LCCi  Questions  *47-38. 

Questions  designed  to  solicit  all  respondents'  opinions  on  the  typ 
of  aaintenance  guidelines  that  ought  to  go  along  with  the  concept  of 
HCCHs  perforaing  liaited  LCC  aaintenancei  Questions  159-62. 

Open-ended  question  designed  to  elicit  additional  eoaeents  about 
the  concept  of  HCCHs  perforaing  liaited  LCC  aaintenancei  Question  463. 

Hypothesis  1 

Hypothesis  1  consisted  of  a  sain  hypothesis,  that  between  an 
approxiaate  range  of  between  51X  and  67X  of  HCCH  respondents  would 
reject  the  concept,  and  several  sub-hypotheses  that  aaplified  the  sain 
hypothesis.  The  criterion  questions  for  Hypothesis  1  were  Questions  §17 
22,  35,  36,  40,  and  60-63. 

Question  417  stated  that  "Coabat  crews  should  not  be  tasked  with 
aaintenance.  Operations  and  aaintenance  should  not  be  aixed."  38X  of 
HCCH  respondents  either  tended  to  agree  with  or  strongly  agreed  with 
this  stateaent.  31. 4X  either  tended  to  agree  or  strongly  disagreed  with 
this  stateaent. 

Question  422  stated  that  "The  whole  idea  of  capsule  crews 
perforaing  any  aaintenance  is  aore  trouble  than  it  is  worth.".  Nearly 
56X  of  HCCH  respondents  either  tended  to  agree  with  or  strongly  agreed 
with  this  stateaent.  33. 6X  either  tended  to  disagree  or  strongly 
disagreed  with  this  stateaent. 

The  stateaent  of  question  435,  "Capsule  crews  should  stick  to 


operations  and  leave  aaintenance  to  eaintenance  personnel.",  generated 
the  highest  percentage  of  agreeaent  of  any  of  the  questions  *17-40. 


59.5%  of  rtiponding  MCCMs  aithar  ttndtd  to  agraa  with  or  strongly  agrttd 
with  this  stataaant.  32%  aithar  tandad  to  disagraa  ar  strongly  disagraad 
with  tha  stataaant. 

Quastion  #36  statad  that  "Tha  last  thing  I  Mould  Mant  to  do  on  an 
alart  Mould  ba  to  parfora  aaintananca. *,  and  naarly  55%  of  MCCH 
raspondants  aithar  tandad  to  agraa  or  strongly  agraad  Mith  tha 
stataaant.  This  mss  a  slight  drop  in  parcantaga  froa  pravious  quastions. 
Mhathar  this  drop  is  of  any  iaportanca  is  iapossibla  to  dataraina  froa 
tha  availabla  data;  hoMavar,  it  is  possibla  that  soaa  HCCHs  could  think 
of  othar  actions  that  Mara  "tha  last  thing"  that  thay  Mould  nant  to  do 
on  an  alart.  Qna  raspondant  nrota  that  "Tha  last  thing  that  I_ 

Mould  Mant  to  do  on  an  alart  Mould  ba  to  ansNar  any  aora  EAHs  (Eaarganey 
Action  Nassagas)."  Tha  parcantaga  of  raspondants  Mho  tandad  to  disagraa 
or  strongly  disagraad  Mith  tha  stataaant  raaalnad  ralativaly  constant  at 
33%. 

Quastion  *40  statad  that  i 

If  ay  LCC  had  an  inoparativa  coaputar,  consola,  or  status 
ngnitorlng  davicaj  1  Mould  rathar  ba  authorizad  to  raaova  and 
raplaca  tha  bad  draaar  aysalf  land  tharaby  fix  tha  problaa) 
than  possibly  Mait  savaral  days  for  a  "raal"  aaintananca  taaa 
to  do  it. 

Ona  raspondant,  a  lina  MCCC,  took  axcaption  to  tha  phrasa  "savaral 
days"  in  tha  abova  stataaant,  uritlng  that  no  ona  Mould  avar  hava  to 
Mait  savaral  days  for  a  aaintananca  taaa.  Tmo  aora  raspondants,  a  Flight 
Coaaandar  and  a  DQTI  MCCC,  nrota  that  thay  strongly  agraad  Mith  this 
stataaant  bacausa  thay  had  baan  in  pracisaly  tha  situation  dascribad  in 
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the  above  stateeent.  Nearly  39X  of  respondent*  either  tended  to  ditagree 
Nlth  or  strongly  disagreed  with  this  stateaent  (disagreeeent  with  the 
stateeent  of  this  question  aeant  disapproval  of  the  concept,  just  as  did 
agreaaent  with  the  stateaents  in  the  previous  questions).  This  was  a 
decrease  of  17-20X  in  respondents  disagreeing  with  the  concept.  47X  of 
respondents  tended  to  agree  or  strongly  agreed  with  this  stateaent,  an 
increase  in  the  percentage  for  approval  of  14-16X  over  previous 
questions.  The  percentage  of  respondents  who  neither  agreed  nor 
disagreed  increased  by  about  6X,  to  17X  of  all  responses.  It  is  possible 
that  MCCMs  can  better  relate  to  the  concept  of  LCC  aaintenance  when  it 
is  presented  to  thaa  in  practical,  faailiar  scenarios.  It  is  also 
possible  that  NCCNs  were  coafortable  with  the  idea  of  reaoving  or 
replacing  drawers  but  not  with  the  idea  of  perforaing  aore  involved 
aaintenance. 

Although  Questions  *60-62  wore  not  "agree-disagree"  questions  as 
such,  answer  "a*  to  each  of  questions  was  "N/A,  capsule  crews  should  not 
perfora  aaintenance".  51. 9X  of  HCCN  respondents  answered  "a"  to  Question 
*60,  48. 5X  answered  "a"  to  Question  *61,  and  50. 2X  answered  "a"  to 
Question  *62.  The  aain  hypothesis  could  be  supported  with  survey  data. 
The  percentage  of  respondents  who  disapproved  of  the  concept  fell 
significantly  below  the  hypothesized  range  for  Question  *40  only. 

Answer  Key  for  Questions  *16-46i 

"A"  -  Strongly  disagree  with  this  stateaent. 

"B"  -  Tend  to  disagree  with  this  stateaent. 

"C"  -  Neither  agree  nor  disagree  with  this  stateaent. 

"0"  -  Tend  to  agree  with  this  stateaent. 

"E"  -  Strongly  agree  with  this  stateaent. 


A 

1  B 

1 

C 

! 

D 

1 

E 

1 

Total 

X  D+E 

•  17  1 

37 

!  66 

1 

34 

1 

58 

1 

133 

I 

328 

58.2 

•22  1 

41 

1  69 

1 

34 

1 

51 

1 

132 

1 

327 

56.0 

•35  1 

27 

1  64 

! 

41 

1 

52 

1 

142 

1 

326 

60.0 

•36  ! 

35 

!  81 

1 

43 

1 

67 

1 

125 

1 

351 

54.7 

Othar 


Total 


!  AntMtrt  I  Raaponaaa 


324 

t  51.9 

326 

t  48.5 

319 

!  50.2 

Sub-hypothaaia  1A  -  HCCHa  with  Thraa  or  aora  Yaara  on  CrtM. 


Tha  hypothaaia  aaa  that  Mhila  tha  aajority  of  HCCHa  Mould  rajact  tha 
concapt,  tha  parcantaga  rajacting  tha  concapt  Mould  ba  saallar  aaong 
HCCHa  Mith  aora  than  thraa  yaara  on  eraa  than  aaong  HCCHa  Mith  laaa  than 
thraa  yaara  on  craa. 

TABLE  V! 

8UB-HYP0THESI8  1A  -  HCCHB,  3  OR  HORE  YEARS  ON  CREW 
Ouaationa  Anaaara 


11  I  20 


•* 

•22  1 

13 

24 

1 

4 

1 

11 

1 

40 

1 

92 

1  55.4 

•35  1 

11 

21 

1 

10 

1 

13 

1 

38 

1 

93 

1  54.8 

•36  : 

9 

23 

1 

11 

1 

14 

1 

36 

1 

93 

!  53.8 

p.v 

•40  1 

21 

13 

1 

10 

1 

32 

1 

1 

16 

1 

92 

X  A+B 

1  37.0 

Total!  X  D+E 


93  I  33.8 


TABLE  VI! 

SUB-HYPOTHESIS  1A  -  HCCMS,  LESS  THAN  3  YEARS  ON  CREN 


Questions 


•17  t  2B 


•22  i  29 


•33  I  17 


Anawara 


49  i  23 


49  1  31  I  44  I 


32  I  39  I  110 


•34  I  22  I  34  I  29  I  52  I  86  I  243  I  56.8 


•40  I  52  I  47  I  39  I  68  I  37  I  243  I  40.7 


I  A  I  Anmifi  I  Raaponaaa  I  X  A 


•60  1 

130  1 

113  1 

243 

I  53.5 

•61  1 

121  1 

120  ( 

241 

i  50.2 

•62  1 

124  1 

113  : 

237 

t  52.3 

TABLE  VI 11 

TABLE  OF  DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  BR0UP8 


X  Rajactln 
X  >  3  yra> 

53.8  I 
55.4  I 

54.8  ( 

33.8  I 
37.0  I 
47.3  I 

44.1  ! 

45.1  I 


1  by  Sroup 
X  <  3  yra 

59.7 

54.1 

60.8 

36.8 
40.7 
53.5 

50.2 

_ 32.3 _ 


<  3  yra, 
X  > 

5.9 

0.7 

6.0 

3.0 

3.7 

6.2 

6.1 

7.2 


In  tvtry  cut,  HCCHa  with 
3  or  aora  yaara  on  craw 
rajactad  tha  concapt  by  a 
•aallar  parcantaga.  Tha 
avaraga  diffaranca  waa  4.9X. 
Tha  ranga  waa  froa  . 07X  to 
7.2X. 


Aa  can  ba  aaan  froa  tha  abova  tabla,  HCCHa  with  aora  than  3  yaara 
on  craw  diaapprovad  of  tha  concapt  by  aaallar  parcantagaa.  Howavar,  for 
Quaationa  460-62,  tha  parcantaga  diaapproving  of  tha  concapt  fall  balow 
30X  (47. 3X,  44. IX,  and  45. IX,  raapacti valy) .  For  Quaation  MO,  tha 
parcantaga  diaapproving  fall  lowar,  to  37X.  Tharafora,  tha  firat  part  of 
Sub-hypothaaia  1A  ,  that  a  aaallar  parcantaga  of  HCCHa  with  3  or  aora 
yaara  tiaa  on  craw  would  diaapprova  of  tha  concapt,  waa  aupportad  by  tha 
aurvay  raaponaaa.  Howavar,  tha  aacond  part  of  tha  hypothaaia,  that  tha 


Majority  o f  this  group  Mould  still  disapprovt  of  tht  concept,  Mas  not 
supportad.  Thaia  findings  tand  to  support  tht  idta  that  aort  axptritncad 
HCCHs  hava  a  graatar  tandancy  to  approva  of  tha  concapt. 

Sub-hypothasis  IB  -  DHCCCs  Rajacting  tha  Concapt.  Tha 
hypothasis  Mas  that  aora  DHCCCs  than  HCCCs  Mould  disapprova  of  tha 
concapt.  Tha  tablas  art  shoun  baloNi 

TABLE  IX 


DHCCCS'  RESPONSES 


Quastions 

Ansuars 

A 

B 

C 

1 

D 

1 

E 

!  Total 

t  X  D+E 

#17  1 

17 

26 

15 

1 

29 

i 

52 

!  139 

I  58.3 

#22  1 

19 

31 

18 

1 

23 

1 

51 

i  139 

1  53.2 

*35  : 

9 

31 

18 

1 

24 

1 

1 

55 

S  137 

!  57.7 

•36  1 

11 

33 

19 

1 

25 

l 

49 

1  137 

!  54.0 

•40  : 

27 

23 

21 

1 

44 

1 

22 

!  137 

X  A+B 

I  36.5 

1 

A 

Othar 

1  Ansntrt  1 

Tot*l 

1  Rasponsas  i 

1  X  A 

#60  1 

69 

1  67 

1  136 

1  50.7 

•61  1 

64 

1  72  1 

1  136 

1  47.1 

•62  1 

67 

1  66 

1  133  ! 

1  50.4 

TABLE  X 


HCCCS'  RESPONSES 


Quastions  Ansuars 


1 

A  ! 

B  1 

I  C  1 

1  D 

1 

E 

!  Total 

1  X  D+E 

*17  7 

22  1 

41  I 

1  20 

!  31 

1 

82 

!  196 

1  57.7 

•22  1 

23  ! 

41  ! 

1  20 

!  30 

1 

81 

I  195 

!  56.9 

•35  I 

20  : 

35  I 

1  24 

1  28 

1 

88 

i  195 

1  59.5 

•36  1 

20  1 

1  41  ! 

!  21 

!  41 

1 

» 

71 

!  194 

!  57.7 

45  ! 

!  35 

1  28  i 

1  55 

1 

I 

!  193 

X  A+B 

1  41.5 

Othar  Total 

!  A  i  AntMtrt  I  Rasponsas  I  X  A 

#60  I  100  !  94  !  194  !  51.6 


TABLE  XI 


TABLE  OF  DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  GROUPS 


!  X  Rijtctinq  by  Group  1  DHCCCs, 


:  X  DHCCC  ! 

X  HCCC 

!  X  > 

•  17 

I  38.3  1 

37.7 

1  0.6 

In  6  out  of  8  cases,  HCCCs 

#22 

!  33.2  f 

56.9 

!-  3.7 

disapproved  by  a  larger 

•33 

!  37.7  I 

39.3 

1-  1.8 

percentage  than  did  DHCCCs. 

•36 

:  54.o  : 

57.7 

!-  3.7 

The  average  difference  was 

*40 

1  36.3  1 

41.5 

1-  5.0 

2.8%.  The  range  was  froa 

•60 

1  30.7  : 

51.6 

!  -  0.9 

. 09%  to  5%. 

•61 

!  47.1  ! 

48.7 

1  _ 

1 

1.6 

•62 

!  50.4 

I  49.2 

1 

• 

1.2 

Tht  hypothesis  that  aore  DHCCC*  than  HCCCs  Mould  disapprove  of  the 
concept  Mas  not  supported.  In  6  out  of  8  questions,  aore  HCCCs  than 
DHCCCs  disapproved.  Tendency  to  approve  or  disapprove  of  the  concept 
seeaed  aore  a  function  of  tine  spent  on  crea  than  a  function  of  Mhether 
the  respondent  mss  a  HCCC  or  a  DHCCC. 

Explanation  of  Question  *63  Analysis 

Question  #63  mss  an  open-ended  question  designed  to  solicit 
coaaents  froa  respondents.  The  coaaents  froa  Question  #63  m ere  broken 
doun  into  "generally  in  favor"  and  "generally  opposed*  groups.  Each 
group  Mas  then  furthei  broken  dosn  into  saaller  groupings  based  on 
phrases  and  Hording  which  the  coaaents  in  a  group  had  in  coaaon.  The 
groupings  used  werei 

Favorable  to  ideal  (i)  Specifically  in  favor  of  liaited 
aaintenance  only  (drawer  R&R,  tighten  screws,  change  fuses,  etc.). 

(2)  Iapleaentation  of  this  concept  would  save  resources. 

(3)  Favorable  to  idea  if  HCCHs  not  called  on  to  do  diagnostic 
Maintenance  ("troubleshooting"). 

(4)  Favorable  to  idea  but  there  are  probleas  with  iapleaentation 
that  aust  be  overcoae. 

<S>  Favorable  to  idea,  but  idea  is  unworkable  due  to  iapleaentation 
probleas. 


(6)  MCCMs  should  bo  trained  in  Maintenance  at  a  tochnical  school 
such  as  Chanuto  AFB  or  Vandenberg  AFB. 

(7)  IoploRontation  of  this  concept  Mould  rosult  in  loss  LCC 
dOHntioo. 

(3)  In  order  for  this  idea  to  work,  opart  parts  Mould  havo  to  bo 
stored  at  the  LCF  or  in  the  LCC. 

(9)  Iepleeentation  of  this  concept  Mould  result  in  ieproved  MCCM 
eorale. 

(10)  Iepleeentation  of  this  concept  Mould  help  to  faeiliarize  MCCMs 
Mith  their  Meapon  systee. 

(11)  This  is  a  good  idea/  long  overdue/  about  tiee/  legalizes  Hhat 
goes  on  noM. 

(12)  Maintenance  tea*  workload  too  great  now  -  this  Mould  help 
aaintenance  out. 

(13)  Iepleeentation  of  this  concept  Mould  help  prepare  MCCMs  to  do 
vital  Maintenance  in  a  wartiee  environeent  ( "EWO/post-SIOP 
environeent") . 

Opposed  to  Ideal  (1)  Opposed  because  of  the  increased 
training  burden  that  would  be  placed  on  MCCMs  by  this  concept. 

(2)  Opposed  because  of  the  increased  evaluation  burden  that  Mould 
be  placed  on  MCCMs  by  this  concept. 

(3)  Opposed  solely,  or  priearily,  because  of  the  possibility  of 
being  evaluated  by  00V  on  aaintenance  tasks,  and  the  consequent  possible 
hare  this  eight  do  the  respondent's  career. 

(4)  Operators  should  not  do  Maintenance  and  vice-versa. 

(3)  It  is  beneath  the  dignity  of  a  conmi ssioned  officer  to  perfore 
Maintenance. 

(6)  Being  tasked  with  Maintenance  duties  would  degrade  MCCMs' 
proficiency  in  their  prieary  duties. 

(7)  Iepleeentation  of  this  concept  would  cause  MCCMs  to  spend  too 
euch  extra  tiee  in  picking  up  equipeent  on  base,  reeoving  and  installing 
equipeent,  consulting  with  Job  Control,  and  returning  equipeent  to  the 

base. 

(8)  SACHET  (the  SAC  Manageeent  Engineering  Team)  would  cut 
Maintenance  personnel  Manning. 


In  addition,  thor#  Mart  toot  typoi  of  coooontt  that  ntithor  ftvortd 
nor  oppottd  tht  conctpt  ptr  it  but  tddtd  imight  into  tht  typoi  of 
tptcific  probltot  that  tight  havt  to  factd  in  ordtr  to  iaploatnt  tht 
conctpti 

(1)  If  oaintinanet  ptrtonntl  impact  HCCH-ptrf orotd  oainttnanct, 
than  oainttnanct  ptrtonntl  thould  juit  do  it  in  tht  firit  plact. 

(2)  Thtrt  could  bt  troubla  if  tnliittd  TTB  or  BCItE  ptrtonntl  art 
calltd  upon  to  train  and/or  avaluatt  offictr  NCCHt. 

(3)  It  Mould  bt  a  Malta  of  rttourctt  to  diipatch  oainttnanct 
ptrtonntl  to  impact  HCCH-ptrforoad  oainttnanct. 

(4)  Ktap  oainttnanct  ptrtonntl  out  of  tht  training  and  tvaluation 
of  NCCHt.  Lat  OOTI  and  DOV  do  it. 

(3)  NCCHt  art  not  pickad  for  thair  oainttnanct  aptitudt  and  art  not 
foroally  traintd  in  oainttnanct.  Soot  NCCHt  nay  tioply  lack  tht  aptituda 
to  ptrforn  oainttnanct. 

(6)  NCCHt'  uorkload  in  tht  LCC  it  to  grtat  that  a  third  crtM  otobtr 
thould  bt  addad  to  handlt  tht  C*  taifci. 

<7)  NCCHt'  Morklaad  in  tht  LCC  it  to  g root  that  SAC  thould  rtturn 
to  tht  old  40-hour,  12-hourt-on,  12-off  conctpt  of  pra-1978  tlati. 

Out  of  tht  NCCHt  Mho  antMtrtd  Quaition  163,  73  oadt  coooontt  that 
ftll  into  tht  "favor*  group,  Mhilt  158  oadt  coooontt  that  fall  into  tht 
"oppottd"  group.  A  total  of  231  NCCHt  antMtrtd  Quaition  #63,  out  of  a 
total  of  351  Mho  rttpondtd  to  tht  qutationnairt  at  a  Mholt  (ptrcantagt 
tqual  to  65. 8X) . 

3ub-hypothtiii  1C.  It  Mat  attuotd  that  oany  of  tht  NCCHt  Mho 
ditapprovtd  of  tht  conctpt  had  tptcific  rtatom  for  doing  to.  If  thait 
rtatont  Mart  ditcovtrtd,  an  tnuotration  Mould  havt  valut  for  any  futurt 
iopltntntion.  Tht  hypothaaia  Mat  that  tht  ooit  coooon  rtatont  givtn  by 
NCCHt  for  dltapproval  of  tht  conctpt  Mould  bt  thoat  liattd  abovt  and 


ditcutttd  btloM. 


A  belief  operations  It  Maintenance  should  not  bi  Mixed  on  prlnciplt. 
Out  of  1S8  HCCHs  opposed  to  the  concept,  11  responses  fell  into  this 
category,  for  a  percentage  of  7X.  Additionally,  Questions  *17  and  *35 
also  fell  into  this  category  (opposed  on  principle).  HCCMs  tending  to 
agree  with  or  strongly  agreeing  with  the  stateeents  of  these  questions 
Mere  58. 2X  and  59. 3Z,  respectively. 

TABLE  XII 

QUESTIONS  *17  AND  *33  -  HCCH  RESPONSES 
Questions  Answers 

A  I  B  I  C  i  DIE  1  Total  I  X  D+E 
*17  i  37  !  66  !  34  I  58  i  133  1  328  !  58.2 
*35  I  27  I  64  I  41  (  52  I  142  i  326  I  59.5 

The  disparity  in  percentages  between  Question  *63  and  Questions  *17 
and  *35  could  indicate  that  although  eany  MCCMs  felt  this  way,  eost  had 
other,  stronger  reasons  for  disapproving  of  the  concept. 

A  belief  it  is  beneath  an  officer's  dignity  to  perforn  Maintenance. 
Only  two  MCCHs  wade  stateeents  that  fell  into  this  category  (one  SN8 
squadron  coewander  and  one  SN8  squadron  executive  officer  also  eade  such 
stateeents).  This  was  a  percentage  of  1.3X. 

An  actual  fear  of  the  physical  action  of  doing  Maintenance.  No 
NCCNs  stated  they  were  afraid  to  perfors  Maintenance.  Six  eade 
stateeents  to  the  effect  that  they  were  afraid  that  they  eight  soeehow 
break  a  piece  of  equipeent  and  would  then  have  to  pay  for  it.  This  was  a 
percentage  of  only  3.BX.  However,  this  seeeed  to  the  researcher  to  be  a 
valid  issue  that  would  have  to  be  put  to  rest  during  any  iepleeentation 
of  the  concept.  Several  questions  in  the  questionnaire  fell  into  this 
area.  The  answer  table  for  these  questions  is  below. 
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TABLE  XII! 


MCCM  FEAR  OF  PERFORM INS  MAINTENANCE 
Questions  Answers 
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51 
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1 

52 

1 

31 

1 

42 

1  325  1 

22.5 

438  1 

33 

1 

74 

1 

68 

1 

89 

1 

87 

t  351  1 

50.1 

441  1 

66 

1 

100 

1 

43 

1 

70 

1 

71 

1  350  1 

40.3 

Question  # i 6 1  "Once  they  Mere  properly  trained,  cree  neebert  could 
probably  perfora  LCC  Maintenance  moI 1  at  Maintenance  personnel  do.* 
Percentage  agreeing,  62. IX.  Percentage  disagreeing,  27. 91.  Most  MCCMs 
thought  they  had  the  ability/aptitude  to  perfora  Maintenance,  although 
the  nearly  28X  Mho  disagreed  pointed  up  the  need  to  confront  this  issue. 

Question  418i  *!  Mould  feel  better  about  the  idea  of  capsule  crews 
perforaing  LCC  Maintenance  if  I  knee  that  Maintenance  or  QC  personnel 
Mould  inspect  the  finished  Mork.*  Percentage  agreeing,  28. 7X.  Percentage 
disagreeing,  50.3X.  The  percentage  of  MCCMs  Mho  did  not  think  the 
quality  of  their  Maintenance  Mould  be  as  good  as  that  perforaed  by 
Maintenance  personnel  mss  Nithin  IX  of  the  percentage  of  MCCMs  Mho 
desired  that  Maintenance  or  QCtE  personnel  check  their  finished  Mork 
<27. 9X  to  28. 7X). 

Question  • 1 9 »  *Nork  done  by  a  Maintenance-qualified  capsule  crew 
Mould  not  have  to  be  inspected  any  sore  often  than  Mork  done  by  anybody 
else.*  Percentage  agreeing,  57. 3X.  Percentage  disagreeing,  28. 3X.  The 
percentage  opposed,  28. 3X,  is  Nithin  the  27. 9%  to  28. 7X  range  previously 


Question  #20 i  "Th«  quality  of  aaintananca  parforaad  by  •  capaula 
cr«M  Mould  probably  NOT  ba  aa  good  at  tha  quality  of  tha  aaintananca 
parforaad  by  aaintananca  partonnal."  Parcantaga  agraaing,  33. 4X. 
Parcantaga  diaagraaing,  49. IX.  1S.SX  had  no  opinion.  Bacauta  of  tha 
eonatruction  of  tha  quaation  (it,  agraaing  Mith  thia  atataaant  aaant 
diaagraaaant  with  tha  concapt  and  vica-varaa)  parcantagaa  Mara  aora 
akaaad  toaarda  oppoaition.  Hoaavar,  tha  parcantaga  of  HCCH  raapondanta 
aho  baliavad  thay  could  parfora  quality  aaintananca  atill  dotaly 
approachad  SOX. 

Quaation  #20 i  *1  Mould  ba  uncoafortabla  knoaing  that  capaula  craHt 
Mara  raaoving  and  raplacing  aquipaant  in  tha  LCC,  Mhathar  or  not  thay 
Mara  trainad  and  authorizad  to  do  ao.*  Parcantaga  agraaing,  39. 4X. 
Parcantaga  diaagraaing,  44. 7X.  Although  tha  parcantaga  of  HCCMa  Mho 
thought  thay  could  do  aaintananca  had  dadinad  ralativa*to  thoaa  oppoaad 
ovar  tha  laat  tMo  quaationa,  tha  foraar  atill  outnuabarad  tha  lattar,  if 
only  by  alightly  ovar  3X. 

Quaation  »30i  "A  capaula  craN  parforaing  aaintananca  Mould  probably 
do  a  poor  job  and  and  up  cauaing  avan  aora  Mork  for  aaintananca 
paraonnal.*  Parcantaga  agraaing,  22. 5X.  Parcantaga  diaagraaing,  61. 3X. 
Poaaibly  aoaa  MCCMa  parcaivad  tha  tona  of  thia  atataaant  aa  provocativa, 
and  tharafora  caaa  to  tha  dafanaa  of  thair  profaaaion.  Tha  diffaranca  in 
parcantagaa  for  thia  quaation  Maa  tha  Midaat  of  any  of  thia  group  of 
quaationa. 

Quaation  #38 i  "Ramovinq  or  raplacing  a  drawar  on  a  conaand  and 
control  conaola  Mould  ba  a  vary  diffarant  kind  of  taak  than  anything 
alaa  I  do  Mhilt  on  alart  in  tha  LCC."  Parcantaga  agraaing,  50. IX. 


Percentage  disagreeing,  30. 51.  Only  a  HCCH  Mho  hid  loot  thin  ono  year's 
tioo  on  crtN  could  truly  igroo  Mith  this  stitooont,  tinco  HCCH* 
perforaed  RttR  action*  on  cortain  LCC  oloctronie  oquipaont  driMtrt  in 
conjunction  Mith  cortain  procedural  ptrforood  on  a  roughly  annual  ba*i*. 
In  other  words,  it  could  roaionably  bo  aiouood  that  ooat  HCCHs  had 
porforatd  an  RIR  action  on  a  drawer  at  loot  point  during  their  tiae  on 
crew.  The  eeeaing  discrepancy  between  the  percentage  agreeing  Mith  the 
ttateaent  and  the  reality  of  the  situation  was  interesting.  Perhaps  soae 
HCCH*  took  the  question  to  aoan  "different  than  what  I  do  everyday  while 
on  alert". 

Question  #41 s  "I  would  be  uncoafortable  with  the  idea  of  perforaing 
aaintenance  such  as  that  doscribed  in  Question  MO,  even  if  I  were 
authorised  and  trained  to  do  so."  Question  *40  described  a  scenario  in 
which  the  HCCH  has  a  choice  of  either  reaoving  and  replacing  a  bad 
drawer  that  was  degrading  his  LCC’s  capabilities,  or  waiting  for  a 
aaintenance  teaa  to  coae  out  to  the  LCC.  Percentage  agreeing,  40.31. 
Percentage  disagreeing,  47.41.  As  in  the  previous  questions,  the 
percentage  of  HCCH  respondents  who  thought  they  would  be  capable  of 
perforaing  quality  aaintenance  was  greater  than  the  percentage  who 
thought  they  were  not  capable  of  such  actions. 

There  seeaed  to  be  two  separate  bodies  of  opinion  on  the  issue  of 
HCCH  capability  to  perfora  aaintenance.  The  larger  group  believed  HCCHs 
could  do  an  adequate  job  of  perforaing  RbR  LCC  aaintenance.  The  saaller 
group  disagreed.  The  existence  of  the  larger  group  deaonstrated  that  a 
large  nuaber  of  HCCHs  believed  they  were  trainable.  The  existence  of  the 
saaller  group  deaonstrated  a  definite  "people  problea." 


A  belief  that  MCCMs  should  perfore  no  aora  aalntananca  than  other 


oparationa  personnel  did  -  especially  aircrews.  Only  five  MCCMs  aada 
stateaents  that  fall  into  this  category.  Since  all  used  alaost  identical 
wording,  it  could  be  concluded  this  was  a  "buzz-phrase"  aaong  soae  MCCMs 
opposed  to  the  concept.  The  percentage  for  this  group  was  3.2X.  This 
group  did  not  sees  to  represent  any  distinct  and  significant  body  of 
belief  opposed  to  the  concept. 

A  fear  crews  would  be  evaluated  on  aaintenance  tasks  during 
scheduled  Standardization  Evaluations  (see  definitions  under  "D0V"),  or 
that  DQV  Evaluator  MCCHs  would  check  other  MCCMs'  work  in  the  LCC.  The 
fear  of  evaluations  aay  have  been  the  single  greatest  reservation  that 
MCCMs  had  about  the  concept.  Fully  32. SX  of  Question  #63  respondents  who 
opposed  the  concept  (83  out  of  13B)  aentioned  fear  of  eore  frequent  or 
eore  intense  00V  Evaluations  as  a  factor  (or  as  THE  factor)  in  their 
opposition.  Twenty-seven  out  of  319  MCCHs  answered  *F*  ("Other")  to 
Question  #62  ("MCCMs  who  perforeed  LCC  aaintenance  should  be  evaluated 
by...").  Twenty  of  these  27  wrote  "No  checks!"  or  slailar  stateaents. 

A  fear  that  increased  training  would  aean  decreased  tiae  off  which 
is  perceived  by  MCCMs  as  being  at  a  prealua.  Out  of  138  responses  to 
Question  163  that  fell  into  the  "opposed"  group,  34  (21. SX)  aentioned  an 
increase  in  tiae  spent  in  training.  These  respondents  usually  stated 
that  increased  training  would  entail  adding  an  extra  day  of  training  to 
the  aonthly  schedule.  The  consensus  was  that  the  extra  tiae  would  be 
taken  directly  froa  regular  tiae  off  and  therefore  would  not  be  welcoae. 


TABLE  XIV 


QUESTION  142 
Anawera 


GROUPS  1 

A 

1 

B 

1 

C 

1 

D 

I 

E 

t  Total  1 

X  D+E 

al 1  HCCH  1 

20 

1 

49 

I 

1 

46 

1 

97 

1 

134 

i  346  1 

66.8 

NCCC  t 

S 

l 

25 

1 

22 

1 

51 

l 

87 

1  193  1 

71.5 

OMCCC  1 

9 

1 

20 

1 

21 

1 

39 

1 

46 

1  135  \ 

63.0 

00T/D0V  1 

4 

1 

13 

1 

9 

1 

20 

1 

39 

1  85  1 

69.4 

>  3  yra 

4 

1 

13 

1 

7 

1 

29 

1 

39 

1  92  1 

73.9 

<  3  yra  1 

14 

1 

1 

33 

1 

1 

37 

1 

63 

1 

94 

1  241  1 

65.2 

Pravioua  1 
Naintanancel 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

8 

i 

1 

4 

1  1 

1  17  1 

70.6 

Grand  Forkal 

5 

1 

9 

1 

8 

1 

25 

J_ 

33 

1  55  I 

60.0 

A  fear  that  an  incraaeing  nuabar  of  aaintananca  taaka  would  b» 

loadad  onto  NCCHa  with  th»  rtault  bting  that  HCCHi  would  coat  to  ba 

ragardad  aa  aaintananca  paraonnal.  NCCHa  anawaring  thia  atataaant  wara 

brokan  down  into  aavaral  catagoriaa  to  battar  invaatigata  how  attitudaa 

toward  tha  atataaant  aight  hava  baan  affected  by  job,  tiaa  on  craw,  and 

pravioua  aaintananca  axparianca.  Quaatlon  142  dlractly  addraaaad  thia 

iaaua  -  "Onca  MCCHa  wara  taakad  with  aaintananca,  thay  would  ba  givan 

aora  and  aora  aaintananca  to  do,  with  tha  raault  that  NCCHa  would 

avantually  ba  ragardad  as  aaintananca  paraonnal."  At  laaat  60%  of  liCCHs 

in  all  catagoriaa  agraad  with  thia  atataaant.  Tha  highaat  parcentaga 

agraaing  waa  73.9%  of  NCCHa  with  thraa  or  aora  yaara  tiaa  on  craw.  The 

loweat  waa  60%  of  NCCHa  at  Grand  Forka  AFB.  Tha  aaan  waa  67.6%. 

Tha  catagoriaa,  ranked  by  percentage  froa  highaat  to  loweat,  warai 

NCCHa  with  three  or  aora  yaara  tiaa  on  craw,  73.9% 

All  HCCCc,  71.3% 

NCCHa  with  pravioua  aaintananca  experience,  70.6% 

NCCHa  aaaigned  to  DOTI  or  DOV,  69.4% 

—  67.6%,  the  aean  — 

All  NCCHa,  66.8% 

NCCHa  with  leaa  than  three  yaara  tiaa  on  crew,  65.2% 

All  ONCCCa,  63% 

ALL  Brand  Forka  NCCHa,  60% 


Brand  Forks  HCCHs  nay  hava  had  tuch  a  ralativaly  low  parcantaga 
bacauaa  thair  axpoaura  to  tha  Projact  Taaawork  prograa  faailiarized  thaa 
with  tha  concapt  of  HCCHs  perforaing  LCC  aaintananca  and  thus  raaovad 
soae  ai aconcaptiona.  Intaraati ngl y ,  tha  four  catagoriaa  that  acorad 
abova  tha  aaan  wara  tha  catagoriaa  of  aora  experienced  HCCHs  -  tha 
HCCCs,  with  aora  tiaa  on  craw  than  tha  populations  of  HCCHs  as  a  wholaj 
tha  HCCHa  with  ICBH  aaintananca  axpariancai  tha  HCCHa  with  thraa  or  aora 
years  tiaa  on  craw)  tha  DOT!  and  DQV  HCCHa  with  thair  assuaad  greater 
degree  of  knowledge  about  tha  weapon  aystea.  Tha  total  of  HCCHa  with, 
aaintananca  experience  was  only  17  individuals,  and  with  such  a  saall 
nuabar  tha  statistical  validity  was  questionable. 

TABLE  XV 
QUESTION  *32 
Answers 


GROUPS  1 

A 

1 

1 

B 

1 

C  I 

D 

1 

E 

1  Total! 

all  HCCH  1 

30 

1 

74 

1 

64  1 

67 

1 

91 

1  326  1 

,  HCCC  ! 

22 

1 

39 

1 

40  1 

41 

1 

53 

!  196  1 

1  ohccc  : 

9 

1 

36 

1 

26  t 

26 

1 

40 

1  139  I 

9  I  26 


<  3  yrs.  !  20  I  32 


DOT/DOV  I  3  1  18 


Previous  I 
Haintanancal  3 


Grand  Forksl  5  I  19 


26  I  19  I  18 


47  I  30 


18  I  16  I  IS 


21  I  93  I  41.9 


76  I  243  I  51.4 


32  I  86  I  34.7 


3 


17  I  23.5 


58  !  46.6 


7  I  13  I  14  !  5 


A  belief  that  tha  existing  workload  is  too  heavy  to  allow  for 
aaintananca  by  HCCHs.  Of  HCCHs  who  answered  Question  463,  158  wara  in 
tha  "opposed"  category,  and  100  of  these  (63.37.)  aada  stataaants  to  tha 
affect  that  they  did  not  hava  tiaa  to  perfora  aaintananca  tasks  in  tha 
LCC.  Most  of  these  respondents  Mentioned  tha  recently  installed 


C3/AFSATC0H  aquipaant  as  being  a  great  drain  on  thair  time. 


Additionally,  Question  *32  stated  "Capsule  crews  really  don  t  have  the 
tine  while  out  on  alert  to  perfora  any  eaintenance"  (Table  XV). 

Only  two  categories  of  HCCHs  had  a  greater  than  SOX  agreenent 
percentage,  HCCHs  with  less  than  three  years  on  crew  <91 . 4X1 ,  and  HCCHs 
assigned  to  DOTI  or  DOV  (34. 7%).  DOTI  and  00V  NCCNs  often  had  an 
inordinate  aeount  of  office  work  such  as  lesson  plans  and  evaluation 
scripts.  These  HCCHs  often  atteepted  to  accoeplish  soee  of  their  work 
while  on  alert.  Other  HCCHs  did  not  share  this  workload.  This  bringing 
of  work  out  froe  "the  office"  to  the  LCC  could  probably  account  for  the 
percentage  of  DOTI  and  DOV  personnel  who  felt  overworked  on  alert.  The 
overall  aean  was  4S.2&X.  The  stall  percentage  (23. SX)  of  HCCHs  with 
eaintenance  experience  who  agreed  with  the  stateaent  deoonstrates  the 
inherent  unreliability  of  soall  satple  populations.  The  adjusted  eean 
with  this  stall  group  excluded  was  48. 7X,  which  probably  tore  closely 
reflected  reality.  Only  SX  tore  HCCCs  than  DHCCCs  agreed  with  the 
stateaent,  but  the  percentage  of  HCCHs  with  three  or  tore  years  on  crew 
who  agreed  was  10X  less  than  the  percentage  of  other  HCCHs  who  agreed. 
In  the  "all  HCCHs"  category,  only  48. SX  of  respondents  agreed  with  this 
stateaent. 

A  fear  that  perforting  eaintenance  would  degrade  HCCH  proficiency 
in  their  priaary  duties.  There  were  14  HCCH  respondents  who  answered 
Question  163  with  stateasnts  that  fell  into  this  category  (8. BAX  of 
"opposed"  respondents).  Two  other  questions,  437  and  439,  also  addressed 
this  issue.  Question  437  stated  that!  "Perforaing  eaintenance  and  being 
trained  in  aaintenancs  tasks  would  degrade  ay  perforeance  in  ey  priaary 


duties"  (Table  XVI). 


all  HCCH  I  35  I  87  1  39  I  73  I  117  I  351  I  54.1 


HCCC 


DHCCC 


I  18  I  48  I  19  I  40  I  69  i  196 


!  11  I  32  !  20  I  29  I  45  I  139  I  53.2 


9  I  26  I  10  I  17 


I  20  i  37  !  29  I  53  I  34  I  243  I  56.4 


16  I  36  i  86  I  60.5 


BROUPS  !  ft  i  B  I  C  I  D  I  E  '.Total  I  %  D+E 

all  NCCH  I  30  I  101  I  47  I  80  I  93  I  351  I  49.3 


HCCC  I  18  1  52  i  26  I  41  I  57  I  196  I  55.6 


DHCCC  I  7  I  43  I  20  I  33  !  34  I  139  !  53.2 


!  10  I  26  I  14  !  16  I  27  I  93  I  46.2 


<  3  yr  I  16  I  70  I  32  I  60  I  65  I  243  I  51.4 


DOV/DOT  :  4  I  27  I  5  I  23  I  27  I  86  I  58. 1 


Prtvioui  till 
Mainttnancal  It  81  3  !  3 


Brand  Forksl  5  1  16  I  9  I  11  I  16  I  58  I  46.6 


In  avary  caaa  except  that  of  tha  HCCHa  with  pravious  maintenance 
experience,  ovar  SIX  of  tha  HCCHi  in  aach  category  agraad  with  the 
statement  of  Question  137.  Tha  parcantagaa  ware  fairly  tightly  grouped 
with  a  range  of  51. 7%  to  56. 4%  axcapt  for  DOT  I  and  DOV  HCCMs.  Tha  60.57. 
agraaaant  percentage  for  thia  group  could  probably  be  explained  by  tha 
large  aaount  of  extra  material  that  these  MCCHs  must  learn  in  order  to 
be  competent  Instructors  and  Evaluators.  The  percentage  of  Brand  Forks 
HCCHs  who  agreed  was  comparatively  low,  although  still  above  50%. 
Question  139  stated  that  "Performing  simple  maintenance  tasks  while  on 


alart  would  taka  tioo  away  fro*  ay  parforaanco  of  othar  aaaantial 
dutias*  (Tabla  XVII). 

Onca  again,  thw  parcantaga  for  RCCNs  with  praviouc  aaintananca 
axparlanca  was  at  varianca  with  tha  ranga  distribution  for  othar 
catagorias,  with  29. 4X  agraad.  Tha  aaan  (without  MCCRs  with  pravious 
aaintananca  axparianca)  was  31. 4X.  Grand  Forks  MCCMs  wara  balow  avaraga 
in  parcantaga  agraad  (46. 6X)  and  only  a  ainority  of  Grand  Forks  HCCMs 
agraad  with  tha  stataaant.  An  avan  saallar  parcantaga  (46. 2X)  of  HCCNs 
with  ovar  thraa  yaars  tiaa  on  craw  agraad  with  tha  stataaant.  As  in 
Quastions  132  and  137,  MCCCs  agraad  with  tha  stataaant  by  a  highar 
parcantaga  than  did  DHCCCs  (3S.6X  to  33.2X). 

A  faar  that  aora  tiaa  would  ba  spant  on  an  alart  tour  bacausa  of 
aaintananca  actions.  Only  thraa  out  of  15B  Quastion  *63  "opposad* 
raspondants  (1.9X)  aada  coaaants  that  fall  into  this  catagory.  This 
saall  parcantaga  did  not  saaa  to  aaka  up  a  significant  anough  grouping 
of  opinion  to  posa  any  problaa  to  tha  iaplaaantation  of  tha  proposal. 

A  baliaf  that  thara  would  not  ba  anough  of  a  raquiraaant  to  parfora 
LCC  drawar  RfcR  actions  to  justify  tha  work  of  sotting  up  tha  prograa. 
Tha  fact  that  only  two  raspondants  out  of  158  aada  coaaants  that  fall 
into  this  catagory  (1.3X)  daaonstratas  that  HCCMs  did  not  saa  tha  lack 
of  such  a  raquiraaant  as  a  raason  not  to  iaplaaant  tha  concapt. 

A  baliaf  that  iaplaaantation  would  causa  friction  batwaan 
oparations  and  aaintananca  parsonnal.  Fiva  raspondants  out  of  158  aada 
this  typa  of  coaaant  (3.2XJ.  MCCMs  apparantly  did  not  saa  this  as  a 
raason  to  opposa  iaplaaantation. 

A  baliaf  that  iaplaaantation  would  sariously  daaaga  MCCM  aorals. 


Thirteen  respondent*  out  of  158  eede  this  type  of  coaeent  (8.2)X.  Less 
than  10X  of  "opposed*  respondents  eade  this  type  of  coaeent,  which  eight 
suggest  that  HCCHs  who  felt  this  way  eight  have  already  had  eorale 
problees  due  to  other  factors. 

A  significant  nueber  (approxiaately  1  OX )  of  HCCHs  opposed  to  the 
concept  would  request  that  a  third  creweeeber  be  added  to  help  with  a 
recently  increased  coeeunications  workload  (due  to  the  recent 
installation  of  AFSATCOH  equipment).  Fourteen  out  of  158  "opposed" 
respondents  to  Question  #63  eade  this  type  of  coaeent,  for  a  percentage 
of  8.9X.  While  the  conditions  of  the  hypothesis  were  not  eat  since  less 
than  10X  of  respondents  eade  this  coaeent,  there  was  a  eeasurable 
percentage  of  respondents  who  felt  this  way.  This  nay  have  been  a 
indication  that  at  least  soee  NCCHs  found  it  hard  to  cope  with  the  new 
AFSATCOH  equipeent.  The  question  of  whether  or  not  this  was  aerely  a 
learning  curve  phenoaenon  was  outside  the  scope  of  this  study. 

At  least  5X  of  HCCNs  opposed  would  state  that  the  old  40-hour  alert 
concept  should  be  reinstated.  Only  one  respondent  eade  this  type  of 
coaeent,  possibly  because  HCCHs  on  the  crew  force  in  1983-1984  did  not 
reaeaber  the  40-hour  alerts,  which  ceased  in  1977-78. 

A  belief  that  SACHET  would  cut  aaintenance  aanning  levels  if  this 
proposal  wore  to  be  iapleaented.  Only  one  HCCH  eade  this  type  of 
coaeent.  Respondents  in  other  categories  eade  this  type  of  coaeent  with 
aore  frequency,  as  will  be  seen  later.  As  a  rule,  HCCHs  had  little 
contact  with  SACHET  since  SHS  squadrons  as  a  rule  were  not  subject  to 
periodic  SACHET  audits.  Possibly,  aany  HCCHs  aay  not  have  even  known  of 
the  existence  of  SACHET. 


TABLE  XVIII 


SUB-HYPOTHESIS  ID 

Question*  Ansnsrs 


A  i 

B 

< 

C 

1 

E 

1 

Total 

f  %  D+E 

•  17  1 

7  1 

21 

1 

8 

14 

1 

1 

36 

1 

1 

86 

I  58.1 

•22  I 

11  1 

15 

1 

7 

9 

1 

43 

1 

85 

I  61.2 

•24  t 

0 

1 

2 

14 

1 

40 

1 

56 

t  96.4 

•25  i 

2  1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

25 

1 

32 

1  87.5 

•35  : 

4  1 

18 

1 

9 

16 

1 

39 

1 

86 

1  64.0 

•36  1 

3  1 

23 

1 

7 

18 

1 

35 

1 

86 

1  61.6 

•40  1 

23  : 

12 

1 

12 

27 

1 

12 

1 

86 

%  A+B 

I  40.7 

• 

1 

A 

Othar 

1  AnsMars  1 

Total 

1  Rssponsas 

!  %  A 

•60  1 

44 

!  42 

1  86 

I  51.2 

•61  1 

41 

!  45 

1  86 

1  47.7 

•62  1 

39 

1  44 

t  83 

1  47.0 

Sub-hypothasis  ID.  Tha  hypotht»i»  Mas  that  HCCHt  assignad  to 
OOTI  or  00V  Mould  not  diffar  ii gnif icantly  in  parcantagas  for  and 
against  tha  proposal  (approxiaataly  5%).  Tha  tabla  of  quastions  and 
ansMars  for  DOTI/DOV  HCCHs  is  Tabla  XVIII  abova. 

Tha  parcantagas  of  DOTI/DOV  HCCHs  Mho  aithar  tandad  to  agraa  Mith 
or  strongly  agraad  Mith  aach  quastions'  stataaant  Mars  coaparad  to  tha 
parcantagas  for  all  HCCHs  ansaaring  tha  saaa  quastions.  For  Quastion 
•17,  tha  parcantaga  diffaranca  bataaan  DOTI/DOV  HCCHs  and  all  HCCHs  mss 
.IX.  For  Quastion  #22,  tha  diffaranca  axpandad  to  5.2%,  baraly  in  axcass 
of  tha  hypothasizad  laval.  Tha  diffaranca  for  Quastion  #35  mss  4%.  For 
Quastion  136,  tha  diffaranca  mss  6.9%  <61=6%  for  DOTI/DOV  HCCHs  vs  54.7% 
for  all  HCCHs).  For  Quastion  #40,  tha  diffaranca  Has  only  1.3%.  Tha 
diffarancas  for  Quastions  460-62  ("a*  ansMsrs)  Mara  .7%,  .8%,  and  3.2%, 
raspacti valy.  For  Quastion  *62,  47%  of  DOTI/DOV  raspondants  ansMarad  "a" 
coaparad  to  50.2%  of  all  HCCHs.  Mhila  tha  5.2%  diffaranca  of  Quastion 


122  it  bartly  significant!  tha  6.9%  difference  of  Quastion  136  should  ba 
examined.  This  mss  tha  "Tha  last  thing  I  Mould  want  to  do  on  alart  Mould 
ba  to  parfora  aaintananca"  quastion.  61.2%  of  DOTI/DQV  MCCMs  agraad, 
against  56%  of  all  MCCMs.  This  diffaranca  could  probably  ba  explained  by 

tha  OOTI  and  DQV  MCCMs'  coaparativaly  haaviar  Morkload  on  alart(  Mhich 

Mas  discussad  praviously.  Although  tha  paraaatars  of  tha  hypothasis  Mara 
not  strictly  aat,  it  Mould  ba  safa  to  say  that  in  ganaral ,  all  MCCMs 

tand  to  hava  tha  saaa  opinions  in  roughly  tha  saaa  parcantagas, 

ragardlass  of  Hhat  job  thay  do. 

TABLE  XIX 
8UB-HYPQTHESIS  IE 
Quastions  Answers 

I  B  I  C  I  D  I  E  I  Total  I  X  D+E 


*33  I  S3  I  63  I  74  I  102  I  34  I  326  I  41.7 


•23  1 

32 

1 

46 

1 

46 

1  106  1 

I  77 

1  327 

I  36.0 

*29  l 

33 

1 

62 

1 

93 

:  81  i 

1  29 

1  '322 

!  34.2 

•31  : 

41 

1 

33 

1 

43 

i  121 

1  63 

1  325 

!  56.6 

3ub-hypothasis  IE.  Tha  hypothasis  mss  that  HCCMs  Mho 
approvad  of  tha  proposal  Mould  do  so  Mith  tha  cavaats  anuaaratad  in 
Chaptar  2  and  brokan  out  baloa. 

A  baliaf  that  tha  Initial  Qual if ication  Training  given  at 
Vandenberg  AFB  to  officars  Mho  Mara  in  training  to  bacoma  MCCMs  should 
ba  extended  to  includa  drawer  raaoval  and  raplacaaant  f anil iarization 
training.  Six  out  of  73  raspondants  to  Quastion  *63  Mho  favorad  tha 
concapt  aantionad  this  idea,  as  did  four  raspondants  who  answarad  "h" 
("Other")  to  Quastion  *61.  Tha  Quastion  *63  parcantaga  was  8.2X. 

A  baliaf  that  LCC  aaintananca  by  MCCMs  should  ba  1 i mi  tad  to  staple 
raaoval  and  raplacaaant  of  electronic  equipment  drawers,  tightening 
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bandits  and  screws,  and  so  on.  Out  of  73  "in  favor*  rtspondtnts  to 
Qutstion  #63,  45  or  61. 6X  sadt  this  sort  of  coottnt.  It  Mould  probably 
bt  saft  to  say  that  tht  Idta  that  tainttnanct  by  HCCHs  would  only  bt 
litittd  to  siaplt  drawtr  RfcR  tasks  and  sitilar  siaplt  actions  is  assuttd 
to  bt  a  "given*  by  tht  aajority  of  HCCH  ptrsonntl  who  favor  tht  conctpt. 

A  btlitf  that  LCC  tainttnanct  by  HCCHs  should  only  bt  ptrforttd 
with  tht  approval  and  activi  cooptration  of  Job  Control.  Only  two  of  tht 
73  *in  favor*  HCCH  rtspondtnts  to  Outstion  #63  aadt  this  typt  of 
cotttnt)  howtvtr,  stvtn  tort  HCCHs  tads  sitilar  stataaants  in  tht 
coaatnts  stctiona  of  Qutstions  #59-62.  It  would  sttt  to  bt  intuitivtly 
obvious  that  Job  Control  and/or  tht  appropriatt  tainttnanct  shops  at  tht 
wings  would  bt  consulttd  by  HCCHs  ptrforting  any  LCC  tainttnanct,  sinct 
such  ovtr-tht-phone  or  by-radio  consultations  art  standard  opirating 
proctdurts  for  tainttnanct  ttaas  ptrforting  tainttnanct  in  tht  tissilt 
f itld. 

A  btlitf  that  iapltsantation  of  tht  proposal  would  savt  tainttnanct 
resources;  principally  futl  and  tainttnanct  tanhours.  Nineteen  of  tht  73 
*in  favor"  HCCH  rtspondtnts  to  Qutstion  #63  wadi  this  typt  of  coittnt 
(267.).  Additionally,  Qutstions  #21,  #23,  #29,  #31,  and  #33  addrtsstd 
this  issut  to  sons  dtgrtt. 

Question  #21  stated  that  *Capsuit  crews  tight  help  to  decrease  the 
taintenanct  workload  if  they  were  tasked  with  ptrforting  some  types  of 
LCC  tainttnanct.”  Percentage  agrtting  was  66.27..  Percentage  disagreeing 
was  21.37..  Content!  Alnost  2/3  of  HCCHs  agree  with  this  general 
statenent . 

Qutstion  #23  stated  that  "Capsule  crews  could  help  decrease  LCC 


equipment  downtime  if  thvy  Mira  authorized  to  raaove  and  replace  certain 
equipeent  drawers  in  the  LCC."  Percentage  agreeing  was  562.  Percentage 
disagreeing  was  302.  Comment!  Percentage  agreeing  was  down  and 
percentage  disagreeing  was  up  for  this  More  specific  stateeent.  Perhaps 
the  apprehension  of  soms  MCCMs  concerning  the  performance  of  maintenance 
played  a  part  in  this  increase. 

Question  #29  stated  that  "If  Maintenance  personnel  weren't  always 
having  to  remove  and  replace  drawers  in  the  LCC,  they  could  get  to  the 
sore  involved  Maintenance  sooner."  Percentage  agreeing  was  only  34.22. 
Percentage  disagreeing  was  36.32.  The  percentage  answering  that  they 
neither  agreed  nor  disagreed  with  the  statement  was  29.52.  Comment!  The 
relatively  equal  percentages  in  all  categories  suggested  that  many  MCCMs 
did  not  feel  strongly  enough  about  the  subject  to  express  an  opinion. 
The  relatively  equal  agree-disagree  percentages  made  it  impossible  to 
discover  a  definitive  "MCCM  attitude*  for  this  statement. 

Question  #31  stated  that  "If  capsule  crews  performed  some  of  the 
LCC  maintenance,  then  Maintenance  personnel  wouldn't  have  to  make  as 
many  trips  to  he  LCCs."  Percentage  agreeing  was  56.62.  Percentage 
disagreeing  was  29.52.  Comment!  There  aay  have  been  a  body  of  opinion 
that  expressed  the  idea  that  MCCMs  on  alert  in  the  LCC  want  as  few 
"visitors"  as  possible.  Not  having  to  escort  a  maintenance  team  inside 
the  LCC  could  be  one  reason  some  MCCMs  would  prefer  to  do  their  own 
Maintenance  if  possible. 

Question  #33  stated  that  "If  capsule  crews  were  maintenance 
qualified,  maintenance  resources  could  be  allocated  more  effectively." 
Percentage  agreeing  was  41.72.  Percentage  disagreeing  was  35.62. 


Percentage  Mho  neither  agr**d  nor  disagreed  Mas  22. 7s.  Coaaentt  This 
stateaent  did  not  aaaa  to  davalop  a  distinct! va  *MCCM  attitude*, 
possibly  bacausa  this  subjact  did  not  diractly  iapact  upon  MCCHs  in 
thair  avaryday  dutias. 

A  belief  that  HCCMs  Mould  not  bt  capabla  of  parforaing 
troublashooting  sinca  thay  had  not  baan  trainad  in  aaintananca 
troublashooting  tachniquas.  Only  tMO  of  tha  HCCMs  Mho  raspondad  to 
Ouastion  *63  aada  this  typa  of  coaaant. 

A  baliaf  that  *people  problaas*  associatad  Mith  iaplaaantation 
would  inhibit  tha  practicality  of  tha  proposal.  A  total  of  34  MCCH  *in 
favor*  raspondants  to  Quastion  #63  aada  this  typa  of  coaaant  (46. 6X). 
This  parcantaga  points  up  tha  consciousnass  aaong  MCCHs  that  thara  ara 
problaas  that  Mould  hava  to  ba  daalt  Mith  in  any  iaplaaantation  of  tha 
concept.  Tha  specific  problaas  Mentioned  ara  all  discussed  elseNhere  in 
this  chapter,  and  included  but  m era  not  liaited  to  fear  of  parforaing 
aaintananca,  fear  that  conflicting  channels  of  authority  Mould  burden 
MCCHs  on  alert,  fear  of  bacoaing  aaintananca  parsonnal,  and  faar  of  aora 
evaluations. 

A  baliaf  that  exposure  to  aaintananca  Mould  broaden  tha  horizons  of 
HCCH  officers.  Only  tMO  of  tha  *in  favor*  MCCHs  of  Ouastion  #63 
Mentioned  this  idea.  Both  had  previous  axparianca  in  Titan  II 
operations. 

A  baliaf  that  exposure  to  aaintananca  Mould  result  in  job 
enrichaent  for  MCCHs.  This  idea  Mas  prevalent  in  tha  literature.  No 
MCCHs  aada  coaaants  uhich  fall  into  this  category. 

A  Measurable  parcantaga  (approxiaataly  5X)  of  HCCMs  Mho  approved  of 


tha  proposal  Mould  suggast  that  tha  '40-hour*  alart  ayataa  utad  prior  to 
1978  ba  rainatatad  10  that  ona  eras  Mould  ba  in  tha  LCC  for  only  12 
hours  instaad  of  for  24  hours.  Ona  HCCH  aada  this  coaaant,  for  a 
parcantaga  value  of  1.4X.  Thus  this  hypothasis  could  not  ba  supportad. 
Onca  again,  it  could  ba  that  HCCMs  on  eras  in  1983-1984  do  not  raaaabar 
tha  old  *40-hour"  alart  systaa. 

TABLE  XX 

SUB-HYPQTHE8I8  IF 
Quastions  Ansaars 


A  I  B _ I  Cl  DIE  I  Total  I  X  D+E 


#44  1 

24  1 

10  1 

26 

!  80  1 

207 

TW 

"0577 

#45  1 

25  1 

8  1 

24 

l  74  1 

217 

t  348 

(  83.6 

#46  : 

59  1 

87  1 

69 

1  65  1 

69 

I  349 

1  38.4 

Sub-hypothasi s 

IF. 

Tha 

hypothasis 

;  mss 

that  , 

approxiaatal 

of  all  NCCHs  Mho  responded  to  tha  survay  Mould  ansNar  aithar  "d*  (*tand 
to  agree")  or  "a"  (strongly  agree*)  to  Quastions  144  and  *45.  Thasa 
quastions  daalt  Mith  HCCM  authority  to  control  LCC  aaintananca  uhila  on 
alart.  Lass  than  SOX  Mould  ansNar  *d*  or  "a"  to  Quastion  *46,  Mhich 
daalt  uith  inspaction  of  coaplatad  aaintananca  by  aaintananca  parsonnal. 
Tha  quastion  and  ansaar  tabla  for  Quastions  #44-46  is  Tabla  XX. 

Quastion  144  statad  that  'I  Mould  ba  aora  coafortabla  Mith  tha  idaa 
of  parforaing  siapla  LCC  aaintananca  if  I  had  tha  authority  to  dalay 
parforaing  such  aaintananca  if  1  parsonally  thought  that  soaa  othar  duty 
Mas  aora  iaportant  right  than.*  Parcantaga  agraaing  Mas  an  iaprassiva 
82. 7X.  Parcantaga  disagraaing  Mas  9.8X. 

Quastion  #45  statad  that  "I  Mould  ba  more  coafortabla  Mith  tha  idaa 


of  parforaing  siapla  LCC  aaintananca  if  claar-cut  linas  of  authority 
Mara  undarstood  by  avarybody  involvad,  so  that  I  Mould  not  ba  givan 


conflicting  orders  by  Job  Control,  00  agencies,  and  ay  squadron.* 
Percentage  agrtting  was  83. 6X.  Parctntago  disagreeing  was  9.3X. 


Ouostion  #46  statod  that  *1  would  bo  aort  coefortable  with  tha  idaa 
of  parforaing  siapla  LCC  aaintananca  if  tha  coaplatad  work  that  I  had 
dona  aaa  always  inspactad  by  qualifiad  aaintananea  parsonnal  as  soon  as 
possibla.*  Parcantaga  agraaing  was  38. 4X.  Parcantaga  disagraaing  was 
41. 8X.  Tha  parcantaga  who  naithar  agraad  nor  disagraod  was  19. 8X  which 
was  tha  highast  parcantaga  for  answar  *c*  in  this  sarias  of  thraa 
quastions.  Lass  than  40X  of  HCCH  raspondants  fait  that  thair  work  would 
naad  inspection  as  soon  as  possibla.  Howavar,  only  about  42X  fait  that 
thair  aaintananca  would  not  naad  fast  followup  inspection. 

Hypothesis  2 

Hypothesis  2  was  that  HCCHs  with  either  Titan  II  operations 
axparianca  or  soaa  type  of  aaintananca  experience  would  oppose  tha 
proposal  by  13-20X  lass  than  other  HCCHs  because  thair  previous  exposure 
to  aaintananca  would  aake  thaa  lass  anxious  about  parforaing 
aaintananca.  Tha  question  and  answar  tables  for  HCCHs  with  previous 
aaintananca  axparianca  are  Tables  XXI  and  XXII. 

For  each  question,  tha  agraaaant  percentage  for  HCCHs  with  previous 
aaintananca  axparianca  was  lass  than  50X.  The  parcantaga  for  all  HCCHs 
was  greater  than  50X  in  6  out  of  8  cases.  Tha  raquiraaants  of  tha 
hypothesis  ware  sat  for  all  quastions  with  tha  exception  of  Question  417 
where  tha  difference  was  only  12. 6X.  If  Question  #17  is  considered  to  be 
an  outlier,  than  tha  tares  of  tha  hypothesis  are  eat.  Tha  hypothesis 
that  HCCHs  with  previous  aaintananca  axparianca  ware  lass  likely  to  be 


opposed  to  iaplaeantation  cannot  be  disproved. 


TABLE  XXI 

NCCMS  WITH  PREVIOUS  MAINTENANCE  EXPERIENCE 

i  Anioora 


Questions 


•22  I 


#33  I 


•36  I 


Other  Total 
A  (Anowortl  Rtopomosl  X  A 


•60  I  3  I  12  I  17  I  29.4 


•61  I  5  I  12  I  17  I  29.4 


•62  I  3  I  12  I  17 


D  I 

E 

(Total 

X  D+E 

.»  .  *  , 

2  1 

3 

(  17 

41.2 

*•  *.**•■< 

1  t 

4 

1  17 

29.4 

4  1 

3 

t  17 

41.2 

^  V*-  y 

3  1 

3 

1  17 

33.3 

Tha  hypothtaia  waa  that  tha  aajerlty  of  all  oparationa  ataff 
officara  (1S35  AFSO  and  oparationa  aanior  staff  officara  (1816  AFSC) 
would  approva  of  tha  propoaal  (at  laaat  8SX).  Tha  following  tabla 
providaa  pareantagaa  for  tha  ralavant  quaationa.  Buaationa  136  and  *40 
wara  not  includad  aa  thoaa  quaationa  appliad  to  HCCHa  only. 

TABLE  XXI11 

(for  Hypothaaaa  3,  3A,  and  30 
OPERATIONS  SENIOR  STAFF  PERSONNEL  (1816  AFSC) 

Quaationa  Anawara 


Tha  parcantaga  approval  rata  for  oparationa  ataff  and  oparationa 
aanior  ataff  axcaadad  50%  only  for  Quaation  *22.  Tha  conditiona  of  tha 


hypothesis  wars  set  only  by  operations  senior  staff  personnel  answering 
Question  *22  (55X  approval).  Thus  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  this 

hypothesis.  In  practical  teres,  this  Meant  that  there  was  less  than 
expected  support  for  the  concept  aeong  these  personnel.  The  percentages 
of  "approval*  answers  for  Questions  #17,  #22,  and  #33,  and  the 
"disapproval"  percentages  for  Question  #60,  #61,  and  #62  were  nearly 

parallel  for  both  groups  of  respondents.  The  widest  variance  was  4.6Z, 
for  Question  #60.  This  deeonstrated  a  close  agreeeent  between  the 
attitudes  of  operations  staff  and  senior  staff  officers.  Although  the 
conditions  of  the  hypothesis  were  not  eet,  the  data  showed  that 
opposition  to  the  concept  was  less  aeong  these  two  groups  than  aeong 
NCCNs. 

Sub-hypothesis  3A.  The  hypothesis  was  that  at  least  1  OX  sore 
of  the  operations  senior  staff  respondents  would  approve  of  the  concept 
than  would  operations  staff  officers.  This  would  tend  to  support  the 
idea  that  the  senior  staff  officers'  greater  breadth  of  experience  would 
cause  thee  to  favor  the  proposal  by  a  wider  Margin.  As  with  Hypothesis 
3,  the  largest  difference  percentage  of  agreeeent  between  senior  staff 
and  staff  officers  was  only  4.6%,  far  froe  the  107.  needed  to  support 
this  hypothesis.  Therefore,  no  evidence  exists  to  support  this 

hypothesis.  Only  9  out  of  60  operations  senior  staff  officers  had  any 
ICBN  Maintenance  experience  (13. 3%) .  Possibly,  breadth  of  experience 
played  no  part  in  senior  staff  attitudes  because  this  group  nay  have  had 
little  breadth  of  experience. 

Sub-hypothesis  3B.  The  hypothesis  was  that  at  least  20X  eor* 
operations  senior  staff  officers  with  Maintenance  experience  would  favor 


the  idee  thin  would  operitions  sonlor  stiff  offictrs  who  lickod 
aiintsnincf  experience.  Tho  issuoptlon  wis  thit  oilntonmco  experience 
would  bo  issociitod  with  i  greeter  tondoncy  to  fivor  tho  proposil.  Sinco 
only  eight  senior  stiff  officers  hid  oiintoninco  experience,  it  wis 
iepossible  to  prove  or  disprove  this  hypothesis  due  to  the  high 
probibility  thit  eight  individuils  will  not  represent  the  ittltudes  of  i 
populition  with  my  stitisticil  iccuricy.  Tobies  XXV  end  XXVI,  coopering 
inswers  for  senior  stiff  officers  with  end  without  eiinteninco 
experience  ire  shown  below. 

TABLE  XXV 

OPERATIONS  SENIOR  STAFF  PERSONNEL  NITH  MAINTENANCE  EXPERIENCE 
Questions  Answers 


A 

1  B 

1  C 

1  D 

i  E 

1 Totil 1 

X  A+B 

•  17  1 

3 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  2 

1  8  1 

50.0 

*22  ( 

3 

1  2 

I  0 

1  1 

1  2 

t  S  1 

60.0 

•35  1 

3 

1  0 

1  1 

1  1 

1  3 

1  8  1 

37.5 

Other  Totil 
A  I  Answers  I  Responses  I  X  A 


•60  I  3  \  S  I  8  I  37.5 


•61  1 

3  1 

1  5 

t  8 

1  37.5 

•62  1 

3  1 

1  5 

1  8 

\  37.5 

TABLE 

XXVI 

OPERATIONS  8ENI0R  STAFF  PERSONNEL  NITHOUT  MAINTENANCE  EXPERIENCE 
Questions  Answers 


A  ! 

B  1 

I  C  1 

D  i 

E 

1  Totil 1 

X  A+B 

•  17  I 

8  1 

15  I 

1  3  1 

10  1 

16 

1  52  1 

44.2 

•22  1 

13  1 

15  1 

1  6  I 

8  1 

10 

1  52  i 

53.9 

•35  1 

V  1 

12 

1  7  1 

10  1 

14 

1  52  1 

40.4 

Other  Totil 

_ A  !  Answersl  Responses!  X  A 

*60  I  17  I  35  t  52  i  32.7 

*61  I  17  !  38  I  52  I  32.7 

162  :  IS  1  35  I _ SO  I  30.0 


TABLE  XXVII 

SUB-HYPOTHESIS  3C 

Coluan  A 
l  disapproved 
-  all  MCCMs 

Column  B 
%  disapproved 
-  all  ops  staff 

7.  Col.  A 
-  Col.  B 

#17 

1  38.2  1 

42.3  1 

13.9 

Sub-hypothesis  3C.  The  hypothesis  was  that  dua  to  thtir 
relatively  racant  experience  at  MCCHs,  tha  operations  staff  officers 
Mould  parallel  NCCN  feelings  about  the  proposal  by  within  5%.  The 
folloMing  table  demonstrates  that  this  hypothesis  could  not  be 
supported,  based  upon  survey  responses  froe  operations  staff  officers 
and  froe  MCCMs.  The  ssallest  percentage  difference  betMeen  the  tMo 
groups  for  any  question  mss  14%  for  Question  #00,  nearly  twice  the 
hypothesized  5%.  These  results  and  those  of  Hypothesis  3  demonstrate 
that  operations  staff  officers'  attitudes  toward  this  proposal  tend  to 
parallel  the  attitudes  of  senior  staff  officer  i  and  not  the  attitudes  of 
MCCHs. 

3ub-hypothssis  3D.  The  hypothesis  was  that  more  operations 
staff  officers  who  work  in  the  Codes  Division  (D09)  would  favor  the 
proposal  than  would  operations  staff  officers  who  worked  in  other  DO 
agencies  such  as  Plans  and  Intelligence  (DQ22)  and  Trainer  Operations 
(DOTH).  This  would  be  because  Codes  Division  officers  had  more  contact 


with  maintenance. 


*.  ':v:\- 
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TABLE  XXVIII 

OPERATIONS  STAFF  OFFICERS  AS8I8NED  TO  COOES  DIVISION  (009) 
Questions  Ansaers 


officers  would  be  aore  faailiar  Mith  aaintananca  and  Mould  therefore  ba 
lata  apprahamiva  about  tha  concapt.  Othar  oparatiom  staff  officers 
have  coaparati valy  little  association  Mith  aaintananca  in  their  aork, 
and  Mould  therefore  tend  to  ba  aora  apprehensive  about  tha  concapt.  Tha 
above  tables  daaonstratad  that  for  all  questions  tha  009  staff  officers 
approve  of  tha  concapt  by  a  greater  percentage  than  did  other  staff 


f.,- 


•  17 

1 

A 

10 

(  B  1 

1  7  1 

C  1  0  1 

6  14  1 

E  1  Total!  X  A+B 

6  1  33  1  51.5 

■*. 

•V-V-. 

#22 

1 

12 

1  10  1 

3  14  1 

4  1  33  1  66.7 

•35 

1 

9 

i  5  1 

8  12  1 

8  1  32  1  43.8 

r* 

Other 

Total 

A 

1  An seer si 

Responses  1 

X  A 

•60 

I 

9 

1  24  1 

33  1 

27.3 

•61 

1 

8 

1  25  1 

33  1 

24.2 

to 

•62 

l 

8 

1  22  1 

30  1 

26.7 

■P- 

TABLE  XXIX 

OPERATIONS 

STAFF  NOT 

A88I6NED  TO 

COOES 

DIVISION  (009) 

9 

Questions 

AnsMtrs 

A 

i  B  1 

C  1  0  1 

E  1 

Total!  X  A+B 

•17 

1 

15 

1  15  1 

7  1  12  1 

22  1 

71  1  42.3 

•22 

1 

13 

t  18  1 

8  1  13  ) 

19  1 

71  1  43.7 

j 

•35 

1 

12 

1  16  1 

8  1  10  1 

24  1 

70  1  40.0 

V  ’  •" 

Other 

Total 

>  ,-N  J 

A 

1  AnsMersI 

Responses) 

X  A 

•60 

1 

30 

1  40  1 

70  1 

42.9 

•61 

1 

26 

1  44  1 

70  1 

37.1 

5" 

•62 

1 

» 

26 

1  40  1 

66  1 

39.4 

The  assuaption  mss  that  since  009  personnel  Mork  Mith  Maintenance 

personnel 

on 

a 

daily  basis,  and  since  a 

large  part  of  009 's  aork 

• 

relationship 

Mith 

HCCMs  involves  LCC  draaer  reaoval  and  replaceaent,  009 

■'.-1 

■*.  -\  -1 

.-j 


_•»  ■  •  *  - 


’  •  *  «  '  •  "  »  ”  *  *  (l  *  •j*,*,.^*,*  t«>»  .  «  •  , 

*“ - *  -  *  ■  «■  *  * - -  -  -■  ^  — *- 


'  A  .*•  .*•  .  • 


83 


officers.  Tht  rang#  in  differences  in  percentages  varied  from  3.8%  far 

Question  #35  to  23X  for  Question  #22.  The  eean  percentage  difference 

(all  questions)  was  12.87%.  Thus  the  hypothesis  that  there  was  a  direct 

positive  relationship  between  exposure  to  Maintenance  and  a  tendency  to 

favor  the  idea  of  MCCMs  perforaing  maintenance  could  not  be  disproven. 

Sub-hypothesis  3E.  The  hypothesis  was  that  operations  senior 

staff  and  operations  staff  officers  would  cite  the  same  reasons  as  MCCMs 

far  either  favoring  or  opposing  the  proposal.  In  general,  this  was  true, 

though  the  different  types  of  comments  varied  in  frequency  which 

reflected  the  operations  staff  and  senior  staff  officers'  unique 

outlook.  An  examination  of  staff  and  senior  staff  officer  comments  from 

Question  #63  showed  the  following  comments: 

Senior  Staff  Officer  <1816  AFSC)  “In  Favor*  commentsi 

Minor  maintenance  <R*R  drawers,  tighten  screws,  etc)  OK  -  12  out  of  1? 
•in  favor*,  or  63. 2X. 

6ood  idea  in  principle,  but  no  more  DOV  evaluations  -  4  out  of  19,  or 
21. SX. 

Mould  save  maintenance  resources  -  3  out  of  19,  or  15. 8%. 

6ood  idea  in  principle,  but  MCCMs  feel  overworked/are  overworked  now  -  3 
out  of  19,  or  15. 8%. 

Mould  familiarize  MCCMs  with  the  Minuteman  weapon  system  -  2  out  of  19, 
or  10. 5X. 

It's  about  time/Should  be  implemented  immediately  -  2  out  of  19,  or 
10. 5X. 

Good  idea  in  principle,  but  MCCMs  are  overworked  and  this  idea  rot 
needed  at  all  bases  -  1  out  of  19,  or  5.3X. 

Mould  improve  MCCMs'  morale  -  1  out  of  19,  or  5.3X. 

Good  idea  in  principle,  out  spare  parts  would  have  to  be  pre-positioned 
at  LCFs  or  LCCs  -  1  out  of  19,  or  5.3X. 

Good  idea  in  principle,  but  might  degrade  MCCMs'  proficiency  in  primary 
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duti**  and  placa  lncraattd  workload  on  DOTI  and  DQV  -  1  out  of  19,  or 
5.3X. 

Stnior  Staff  Officer  (1816  AFSC)  "Oppoaed*  Coaacntu 

HCCNa  hava  no  tiaa  to  parfora  aalntananea  -  8  out  of  16,  or  SOX. 

Mould  placa  a  haaviar  training  burdan  on  the  HCCMa  -  4  out  of  16,  or 
2SX. 

Mould  placa  a  haaviar  avaluation  burdan  on  NCCHa  -  3  out  of  16,  or 
18. 8X. 

Mould  degrade  HCCNa'  proficiancy  in  priaary  dutiaa  *  3  out  of  16,  or 
18. 8X. 

Mould  ba  banaath  officara'  dignity  -  1  out  of  16,  or  6.3X. 

SACNET  would  cut  aaintananca  aanning  -  1  out  of  16,  or  6.3X. 

Oparatora  ahould  not  do  aaintananca  on  principla  -  1  out  of  16,  or  6.3X. 

Mould  cauaa  friction  between  aaintananca  and  oparationa  paraonnal 
( juriadictional  diaputaa  and  "f ingar-pointing")  -  1  out  of  16,  or  6.3X. 

HCfcNa  lack  aptltuda  to  parfora  aaintananca  -  1  out  of  16,  or  6.3X. 

.  Staff  Officar  (1835  AFSC)  "In  Favor"  Coaaantai 

Minor  aaintananca  (draaar  RIR,  tightan  acrewa,  ate.)  OK  -  10  out  of  34, 
or  29X. 


It ‘a  about  tiaa/ahould  ba  iaplaaantad  iaaadlataly  -7  out  of  34,  or 

20. 6X. 

Mould  conaarva  aaintananca  raaoureaa  -  5  out  of  34,  or  14. 7X. 

flood  idaa,  train  HCCNa  in  aaintananca  during  IflT  at  Vandanbarg  -  3  out 

of  34,  or  8.8X. 

flood  idaa,  but  don't  avaluata  aaintananca  taaka  -  4  out  of  34,  or  11. 8X. 

flood  idaa,  but  thara  would  ba  "paopla  problaaa"  during  and  aftar 

iaplaaantation  -  4  out  of  34,  or  11. 8X. 

flood  idaa,  but  SACHET  will  try  to  cut  aaintananca  aanning  -  1  out  of  34, 
or  2.9X. 

flood  idaa,  would  iaprova  HCCH  aorala  -  1  out  of  34,  or  2.9X. 

flood  idaa,  but  not  all  HCCNa  aay  ba  capable  of  parforaing  aaintananca 
taaka  -  1  out  of  34,  or  2.9X. 


Staff  Officer  <1835  AFSC)  "Opposed*  Coaeentsi 


HCCHs  do  not  have  tiee  to  perforo  LCC  eaintenance  -  16  out  of  27,  or 
59. 3X. 

Mould  place  a  heavier  training  burden  on  the  HCCHs  -  4  out  of  27,  or 
14. 8X. 

Mould  place  a  heavier  evaluation  burden  on  the  HCCHs  -  4  out  of  27,  or 
14. 8X. 

Mould  degrade  HCCHs'  proficiency  in  their  priaary  duties  -  3  out  of  27, 
or  11X. 

Beneath  an  officer's  dignity  -  2  out  of  27,  or  7.4X. 

Operators  should  not  do  eaintenance  on  principle  -  2  out  of  27,  or  7.4X. 

Aircrews  do  not  perfore  eaintenance,  therefore  HCCHs  shouldn't  either  - 
2  out  of  27,  or  7.4X. 

Mould  lower  HCCHs'  aorale  -  2  out  of  27,  or  7.4X. 

Not  enough  drawer  R&R  goes  on  to  justify  iepleaentation  -  2  out  of  27, 
or  7.4X. 

SACHET  would  cut  eaintenance  aanning  -  1  out  of  27,  or  3.7X. 

HCCHs  are  so  overworked  that  a  third  crew  eeeber  should  be  added  just  to 
handle  the  C3  workload  -  1  out  of  27,  or  3.7X. 

HCCHs  do  not  need  another  area  to  be  evaluated  in  -  1  out  of  27,  or 
3.7X. 

Mould  place  an  increased  burden  on  DOTI  and  DQV  -  1  out  of  27,  or  3.7X. 

Too  eany  HCCHs  could  not  perfore  eaintenance  tasks  coepetently  -  1  out 
of  27,  3.7X. 

Hypothesis  4 

The  hypothesis  was  that  the  eajority  of  Missile  Maintenance 
Officers  (31XX  AFSCs)  would  favor  the  proposal,  specifically,  at  least 
55X  of  these  officers  would  favor  the  proposal.  The  question  and  answer 
table  for  the  hypothesis  is  Table  XXX  belowi 


TABLE  XXX 

ALL  MISSILE 

MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS 

Questions 

A 

1  B  1  C 

Ansuers 

!  D  !  E  1  Total!  X  A+B 

#17  1 

51  I 

1  52  1 

1  22  I 

1  27  I 

17  1 

169  ! 

I  61.0 

•22  1 

55  ! 

!  55  1 

1  22  ! 

!  17  1 

18  1 

170  1 

1  64.7 

135  1 

47  1 

1  48  1 

1  27  1 

1  22  t 

21  1 

168  1 

!  56.6 

•60  1 

27 

•61  I 

24 

•62  : 

21 

Othtr  Total 
A  I  AnsMers!  Responses!  X  A 


16. 1 


144  I  168  I  14.3 


161  I  13.0 


For  Questions  117,  122,  and  133,  tha  percentages  of  respondents  Mho 
disagreed  Mith  tha  stateaents  (and  tharafora  approvad  of  tha  concapt  of 
MCCMs  parforaing  ICC  aaintananca)  Mat  greater  than  35X  in  each  case.  For 
Questions  *60-*62,  only  16. IX,  14. 3X,  and  13X,  raapactively,  of 
respondents  bal laved  that  MCCMs  should  not  perfora  LCC  aaintananca. 
Thus,  Hypothesis  4  could  not  be  disprovan. 

Sub-hypothesis  4A.  The  hypothesis  mss  that  Missile 
Maintenance  Officers  with  ICBM  operations  experience  Mould  tend  to  favor 
the  proposal  by  a  percentage  of  at  least  15X  aore  than  Mould  other 
Missile  Maintenance  Officers. 

TABLE  XXXI 

MISSILE  MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS  WITH  ICBM  OPERATIONS  EXPERIENCE 
Questions  Ansuers 


Questions 

f,  i  B  : 


#22 


#35  !  33 


!  Total!  X  A+B 


8  !  96 


8  i  96 


1  !  94 


•61  !  11 


AnsMers!  Responses'  X  A 


2  I  96 


85  !  96 


MISSILE  MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS  WITHOUT  ICBM  OPERATIONS  EXPERIENCE 


Questions 

A 

Answers 

B  !  Cl  D  1  El  Total  1  X  A+B 

•17  1  13 

26  1  16  1  91  9  1  73  1  53.4 

•22  1  19 

26  1  14  1  61  9  1  74  1  60.8 

*35  1  15  1  23  ! 

Other 

A  !  Answers 

15  i  10  I  11  1  74  1  51.4 

Total 

Responses  1  X  A 

*60  1  13  1  59 

72  1  18.1 

•61  1  11  t  61 

72  1  15.3 

*62  }  91  51 

68  1  13.2 

*17  1 

Column  A 

X  approved 
-  w/  exper. 

66.7  1 

TABLE  XXXIII 

TABLE  OF  COMPARISON 

Column  B 

X  approved 
-  w/o  exper. 

53.4 

X  Col 
-  Col 

:  13.3 

•22  1 

70.0  1 

60.8 

1  9.2 

•35  1 

62.8  1 

51.4 

t  11.4 

•60  1 

14.6  I 

18.1 

1  3.5 

•61 

11.5  1 

15.3 

1  3.8 

•62  i 

10.4  1 

13.2 

1  2.8 

A 

B 


At  can  ba  taan  fro*  th*  abov*  tablta,  at  no  tia*  waa  thara  a 
difference  of  at  laaat  1 SX  in  the  approval  parcantaga*  of  th*  two 
group*.  Tharafora  Sub-hypoth*»i ■  4A  could  not  be  supported  froa  survey 
data.  However,  for  Ouaitiona  *17,  *22,  and  *35,  th*  approval  parcantaga* 
far  respondents  with  operations  experience  exceeded  the  saa*  percentages 
for  respondents  without  such  experience  by  a  minimus  of  9.27..  For 
Questions  *60-*62  the  percentage  of  respondents  who  answered  that  MCCMs 
should  not  perform  LCC  maintenance  was  always  greater  for  respondents 
without  operations  experience  by  a  einieu*  of  2.BX.  Therefore  it  was 
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possible  to  stats  that  although  ths  technical  conditions  of  the 
hypothesis  were  not  act,  the  probability  that  Missile  Maintenance 
Officers  with  ICBM  operations  experience  Mere  slightly  sore  inclined  to 
favor  the  idea  than  were  other  Missile  Maintenance  Officers  could  not  be 
discounted. 

3ub-hypothesis  4B.  The  hypothesis  was  that  eore  Missile 
Maintenance  Officers  in  grades  Second  Lieutenant  to  Captain  would 
disapprove  of  the  proposal  than  would  Missile  Maintenance  Officers  in 
grades  Major  to  Colonel  by  approxieately  10X.  The  assueption  was  that 
the  difference  could  be  attributed  to  the  idea  that  the  eore  senior 
officers  would  have  a  greater  breadth  of  experience  than  the  eore  junior 
officers,  and  that  this  would  increase  the  tendency  to  approve  of  the 
proposal.  The  question  and  answer  tables  for  the  two  groups  are  shown 
belowi 

TABLE  XXXIV 

MISSILE  MAINTENANCE  0FFICER8,  SECOND  LIEUTENANT  TO  CAPTAIN 


Questions 

A  1 

1  B 

C 

Answers 

!  D  1 

E 

!  Total:  7.  D+E 

1 

*"""2 

117  ! 

27  1 

46 

18 

i  19  ! 

13 

S  123  i 

1  26.0 

122  i 

34  1 

43 

20 

14  t 

12 

1  123  1 

1  21.1 

#35  : 

26  ! 

39  I 

23 

:  16  : 

17 

I  121  1 

1  27.3 

Other  Total 


A 

1  Answers.' 

Responses! 

X  A 

#60  : 

23 

:  9B  : 

121  t 

19.0 

«6i  : 

18 

:  105  : 

121  t 

14.9 

•62  : 

18 

:  97  : 

115  : 

15.7 

TABLE  XXXV 

MISSILE  MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS,  MAJOR  TO  COLONEL 
Questions  AniMtrs 

t  B  I  C  I  D  I  E  I  Total  I  X  D+E 


•  17  1 

26  1 

7  1 

1  3 

I  9 

1  3  1 

48 

1  25.0 

•22  1 

24  1 

13  ! 

!  3 

I  3 

1  5  1 

48 

1  16.7 

•35  1 

23  1 

10  I 

1  4 

1  6 

f  4  ! 

47 

!  21.3 

Other  Total 
I  Answers!  Resoonses!  X  A 


#60  I  4  I  44  I  48  !  B. 3 


#61  !  4  I  44  I  48  t  8.3 


•62  I  2  i  46  i  48  I  4.2 


The  disapproval  rate  for  Lieutenants  and  Captains  exceeded  the  rate 
for  Majors  through  Colonels  by  10X  or  sore  on  only  two  of  the  six 
questions  (10. 7X  for  #60  and  11. SX  for  #62).  For  Question  #17,  the 
difference  was  only  IX.  The  lean  percentage  difference  was  6.7X. 
Therefore  the  hypothesis  could  not  be  supported  froe  survey  data.  The 
second  half  of  this  hypothesis  was  that  Lieutenants  and  Captains  with 
ICBM  operations  experience  would  favor  the  proposal  by  approxieatel y 
67X,  again  due  to  their  relatively  greater  breadth  of  experience. 

TABLE  XXXVI 

MISSILE  MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS,  LIEUTENANTS  6  CAPTAINS, 

NITH  OPERATIONS  EXPERIENCE 


Questions 

A  : 


Answers 


!  16 

!  19 

!  13 

!  17 

20  I  4  i  12 


9 


!  E  I  Total!  X  A+B 


55  !  61. 8X 


!  55  !  63.62 


For  Questions  *60-462,  the  percentage  of  respondents  Mho  did  not 
choose  answer  "a*  < " N/ A ,  capsule  crews  should  not  perforo  Maintenance. *> 
was  greater  than  67%  in  each  case.  The  oinieuM  was  78. 2X  for  Question 
#60.  For  Questions  *17,  #22,  and  *33  the  percentages  disagreeing  with 

the  stateaents  were  61. BX,  63. 6X,  and  S6X,  respectively.  Five  of  the  six 
percentages  approached  or  exceeded  67%|  therefore  the  hypothesis  that 
junior  Missile  Maintenance  Officers  with  ICBM  operations  experience 

would  approve  the  concept  by  approxioately  67X  could  not  be  discounted. 
The  approval  and  *not  'a'*  percentages  for  these  questions  for  all 
junior  Missile  Maintenance  Officers  were  59. 4X,  62. 6X,  33. 7X,  SIX, 

86. 8X,  and  84. 4X,  respectively.  The  first  three  percentages  were  less 
than  those  for  officers  with  operations  experience!  the  last  three 
percentages  were  greater.  The  ioportance,  if  any,  of  these  differences 
in  percentages  between  the  two  groups  could  not  be  deteroined  froo 
survey  data  and  is  probably  a  fairly  Minor  issue. 

Sub-hypothesis  4C.  The  sub-hypothesis  was  that  Missile 
Maintenance  Officer  respondents  to  Question  #63  would  tend  to  Make  the 
sane  types  of  consents  as  MCCMs,  operations  staff,  and  operations  senior 
staff  officers  Made.  Further,  at  least  10X  of  Missile  Maintenance 
Officers  who  disapproved  of  the  proposal  would  cite  as  a  justi f i cation 
for  disapproval  a  fear  that  MCCMs  would  not  be  capable  of  perforning  an 
acceptable  level  of  quality  Maintenance.  Out  of  83  coM*ents,  67  or  80. 7% 
were  "in  favor"  of  the  concept  of  MCCMs  perforating  United  LCC 
Maintenance.  The  listings  of  the  connents  of  Missile  Maintenance 
Officers  respondents,  both  for  and  against  the  proposal ,  are  discussed 
at  length  on  the  following  pagest 


Hlsallo  Halntananca  Qfficara  "In  Favor*  Coaaantu 


Minor  aaintananea  ouch  aa  drawar  RfcR  it  OK  -52  out  of  67,  or  77. 6X. 

Long  ovardua/Iaplaaant  iaaadiataly  -  14  out  of  67,  or  20. 9X. 

Would  aava  aaintananea  raaoureaa  -  13  out  of  47,  or  19. 4X. 

8ood  idoa  but  thara  ara  problaaa  Kith  it  -  8  out  of  67,  or  11. 9X. 

-  SACHET  Mould  cut  aaintananea  Banning  -  1 

-  aight  dagrada  NCCHa'  profieiancy  in  priaary  dutiaa  -  1 

-  aight  ba  problaaa  if  anliatada  impact  NCCHa '  LCC  aaintananea  -  1 

-  othar  (not  axplainad)  -  5 

Sood  idoa  in  principla,  but  "paopla  problaaa"  would  hindar  or  pravant 
auccasaful  iaplaaantation  -  4  out  of  67,  or  6X. 

Siva  NCCHa  aaintananea  training  at  Vandanbarg  or  Chanuta  -  3  out  of  67, 
or  4.SX. 

Mould  laaaan  LCC  downtiaa  -  3  out  of  67,  or  4.5X. 

Mould  faailiariza  NCCHa  with  waapon  ayataa  -  3  out  of  67,  or  4.5X. 

Sood  idoa,  but  don’t  diapateh  aaintananea  paraonnal  to  an  LCC  aolaly  to 
Inapact 

NCCHa'  aaintananea  -  3  out  of  47,  or  4.5X. 

Sood  idoa,  but  NCCHa  do  not  naad  aora  avaluationa  -  2  out  of  67,  or  3X. 

Sood  idoa,  but  not  all  HCCNa  hava  aptituda  to  parfora  aaintananea  -  2 
out  of  67,  or  3X. 

Each  of  tha  following  coaaanta  waa  aada  by  ona  individual i 

-  NCCHa  would  naad  adviea  froa  Job  Control 

if  aaintananea  paraonnal  inapaet  NCCHa’  LCC  aaintananea,  than 
aaintananea  paraonnal  ahould  do  tha  aaintananea  in  tha  firat  placa 

-  lack  of  apara  part*  ia  aora  ralavant  than  any  lack  of  aaintananea 
paraonnal 

-  good  idaa  baeauaa  LCC  aaintananea  at  ay  baaa  ia  aora  than  ay  paraonnal 
can  kaap  up  with 

-  kaap  anliatad  paraonnal  out  of  NCCN  training  and  avaluationa  baeauaa 
anliatad  paraonnal  ahould  not  avaluata  offieara 

Hlaaila  Naintananca  Officar  "Oppoaad*  Coaaantai 

Not  anough  of  a  naad  to  juatify  iaplaaantation  -  6  out  of  16,  or  37. 5X. 

Mould  incraaaa  tha  training  burdan  on  NCCHa  -  4  out  of  16,  or  25X. 

Mould  ineraaaa  tha  avaluation  burdan  on  NCCHa  -  4  out  of  16,  or  25X. 


Operator*  should  not  perfora  Maintenance  on  principle  -  4  out  of  16,  or 
25%. 


Would  cause  too  ouch  friction  between  aaintenance  and  operations 
personnel  -  4  out  of  16,  or  25%. 

HCCHs  do  not  have  tiae  during  alerts  to  do  aaintenance  -  3  out  of  16,  or 
18.8%. 

Would  cause  an  increased  burden  on  TTB  and  BCtiE  -  2  out  of  16,  or  12.5%. 

Lack  of  spare  parts  aore  relevant  than  any  lack  of  aaintenance  personnel 

-  2  out  of  16,  or  12.5%. 

HCCHs  sight  lack  aptitude  to  perfora  aaintenance  -  2  out  of  16,  or 
12.5%. 

Each  of  the  following  coaaents  was  aade  by  one  individual i 

-  would  degrade  HCCHs'  proficiency  in  their  priaary  duties 

-  HCCHs  do  not  need  aore  things  to  be  evaluated  on 

-  if  aaintenance  personnel  have  to  inspect  HCCHs'  aaintenance,  then 
aaintenance  personnel  should  do  it  in  the  first  place 

-  don't  dispatch  aaintenance  teaas  to  an  LCC  just  to  inspect  HCCHs' 
aaintenance 

In  general,  the  above  eoaaents  were  siailar  to  those  aade  by 
operations  personnel.  Boae  specific  coasents  were  aade  aore  often  by 
this  group  than  by  others,  and  soae  coaaents  were  aade  less  often.  The 
percentage  of  "opposed"  coaaents  that  aentioned  the  idea  that  HCCHs  say 
not  be  capable  of  perforeing  aaintenance  was  only  12.5%  (2  out  16 
respondents).  Therefore,  the  conditions  for  both  parts  of  the  hypothesis 
were  satisfied.  The  hypothesis  could  not  be  disproved  froa  survey  data. 
The  iapllcations  are  discussed  in  Chapter  IV. 

Hypothesis  5 

The  hypothesis  was  that  a  Majority  (approxiaatsly  55%)  of  enlisted 
aaintenance  supervisors  would  favor  the  proposal.  The  question  and 
answer  table  for  this  hypothesis  (Table  XXXVII)  is  shown  belowi 


TABLE  XXXVII 


COMBINED  ENLISTED  SUPERVISOR  RESPONSES  (ALL  AFSCs,  7-  It  9 -LEVEL) 
Quastion  Answars 


A 

t  B  1 

C 

1  D  1 

E  t 

Total  1 

X  A+B 

•  17  1 

76 

1  96  t 

42 

1  47  1 

37  1 

318  1 

54.1 

•22  1 

109 

1  98  ; 

39 

1  36  i 

34  t 

316  1 

63.3 

•33  1 

91 

1  98  1 

39 

1  37  1 

42  1 

307  1 

61.6 

1 

A 

Othar 
t  Answars 

Total 

1  Rasoonsas 

I  X  A 

1  X  not 

A 

•60  1 

63 

1  250 

1 

315 

1  20.6 

1  79.4 

•61  1 

SO 

t  264 

1 

314 

1  15.9 

1  84.1 

•62  1 

42 

1  235 

1 

297 

1  14.1 

1  85.9 

Tht  only  approval  parcantaga  out  of  tha  six  quastions  that  was  lass 
than  SSX  was  tha  34. IX  for  Quastion  #17.  Thus  tha  hypothasis  could  not 
ba  disprovan. 

Sub-hypothasis  3A.  Tha  hypothasis  was  that  3167X  parsonnal 
(ENT  and  E-Lab  tachnician  suparvisors)  would  approva  of  tha  concapt  by 
approxiaataly  67X.  Tha  assuaptlon  was  that  this  would  ba  dua  to  a 
parcaivad  lassaning  of  tha  31 67X  workload  by  tha  3167X  parsonnal.  Tha 
quastion  and  answar  tabla  for  tha  hypothasis  is  shown  balow  in  Tabla 
XXXVI 1 1 1 

TABLE  XXXVIII 

ENLI8TED  SUPERVISORS  -  3167X  AFSCS 
Quastion  Answar s 


A 

1 

B 

1 

C 

1  0  1 

E  1 

Total  1  X  A+B 

•  17  1 

42 

1 

52 

1 

21 

1  17  1 

12  1 

144  1  65.3 

•22  1 

56 

1 

32 

1 

20 

i  6  i 

10  1 

144  !  73.0 

•35  1 

48 

1 

1 

55 

I 

20 

1  7  1 

10  1 

140  I  73.6 

Othar 

Total 

1 

1 

A 

!  Answars  ! 

Rasoonsas 

1  X  A 

1  X  not  A 

•60 

f 

• 

18 

I 

I 

125 

143 

t  12.6 

!  87.4 

•61 

1 

1 

13 

I 

» 

130 

143 

I  9. 1 

!  90.9 

•62 

I 

1 

10 

i 

t 

131 

141 

1  7.1 

!  92.9 

Tht  approval  porcontagt  for  Quoation  *17,  at  65. 3X,  Mas  tho  only 
approval  ptrcantaga  that  Mas  loss  than  67X.  Tht  porcintagts  for 
Quostions  *61  and  *62  attcaadad  90X,  dotonstrating  strong  support  for  tht 


concspt  atong  this  group.  Tht  hypothtsis  could  not  bt  dlsprovtn. 

8ub-hypothtsis  SB.  Tht  hypothtsis  Mas  that  a  Majority  of 
44570  tnlisttd  suptrvisors  (approxiaataly  S5X)  Mould  ttnd  to  bt  ntutral 
conctrning  tht  proposal.  Tht  assuaption  Mas  that  this  Mould  bt  dut  to  a 
ptrctption  by  thtst  ptrsonntl  that  draMtr  rttoval  and  rtplactttnt  Mould 
bt  of  only  ptriphtral  valut  for  tht  typt  of  htavy  aainttnanct  thty 
ptrforttd.  Tht  qutstion  and  ansuir  tablt  for  tht  hypothtsis  is  shoMn 
btlON. 

TABLE  XXXIX 

ENLISTED  SUPERVISORS  -  44570  AFSC 
Qutstion  AnsMtrs 


A  1 

B  1 

1  C  1 

D  1 

E 

ITotall 

X  A+BI 

X  D+E 1 

X  C 

*17  i 

1  13  1 

17  1 

14  1 

18  1 

28 

1  84  1 

35.7  1 

54.8  1 

16.7 

•22  1 

!  20  1 

22  1 

13  1 

17  1 

12 

1  84  1 

50.0  1 

34.5  1 

15.5 

•35  1 

1  14  1 

20  1 

13  1 

14  1 

18 

1  79  1 

43.0  1 

40.5  1 

16.5 

•60  1 

1  24  1 

•61  1 

1  18  1 

A  I  AnsMtrs  i  Rtsoonsts  I  X  A  IX  not  A 


2  I  29.3  I  70.7 


B2  I  22.0  I  7B. 


77  I  20. B  I  79.2 


•62  I 


In  no  cast  did  tht  parctntagt  of  rtspondtnts  ansttring  “c" 
<*Ntithtr  agrtt  nor  disagrtt  Nith  this  stattntnt*)  txcttd  17X.  Thtrtfort 
tht  conditions  of  tht  hypothtsis  Mtrt  not  att,  and  tht  hypothtsis  could 
not  bt  supportad  Nith  survty  data.  It  mss  possiblt  that  thart  Mas  no 
firo  attituda  atong  rtspondtnts  conctrning  tht  conctpt  of  NCCMs 
ptrforting  LCC  aainttnanct.  For  axaaplt,  a  Majority  (54. 8%)  of 


respondents  agreed  with  the  stateeent  of  Question  *17,  SOX  disagreed 
with  the  stateeent  of  Question  *22,  and  there  was  no  clear-cut  majority 
for  Question  *35.  However,  when  offered  a  clear  chance  to  reject  the 
concept  in  Questions  *60-*62,  answer  "a",  a  maximum  of  29. 3X  chose 
answer  "a*.  This  deeonstrated  that  eost  44370  supervisors  did  not  firely 
reject  the  concept  of  HCCNs  performing  ICC  Maintenance. 

3ub-hypothesls  SC.  The  hypothesis  was  that  approximately  20X 
more  9-level  senior  enlisted  supervisors  (31699,  44S99,  99601  AFBCs) 
would  favor  the  proposal  then  would  3167Xs  and  44570s.  The  assumption 
was  that  the  relatively  greater  breadth  of  experience,  tine  in  ICBH 
maintenance,  and  more  time  spent  in  associating  with  operations 
personnel  over  the  years  would  be  associated  with  a  greater  tendency  to 
favor  the  proposal.  The  question  and  answer  tables  for  the  hypothesis 
are  shown  below. 


TABLE  XL 

9ENI0R  ENLISTED  SUPERVISORS  ( •9-LEVEL" > 
Questions  Answers 


A  1 

1  B  1 

1  C  1 

0  ! 

E 

1  Total 

!  X  A+B 

•  17  ! 

22  I 

1  28  1 

1  8  1 

13  t 

19 

!  90 

1  53.6 

•22  1 

33  ! 

!  25  I 

1  6  1 

13  ( 

12 

1  89 

(  65. 1 

•35  1 

29  1 

1  24 

1  6  1 

16  t 

14 

!  89 

1  59.6 

Other  Total 

A  i  Answers  I  Responses  1  X  A  IX  not  A 
*60  1  23  1  67  I  90  I  25.6  I  74,4 

*61  I  19  I  70  I 


89 


I  21.4  I  78.7 


TABLE  XLI 


COMPARATIVE  •APPROVAL"  PERCENTASES  FOR  9-LEVELS,  3l#7X,  A  44970 


Quaationa  X 

A+B  Anawara 

X 

not  A 

Anawara 

9-1 vl  1 

3167X 1 

44570 

9-1 vl 1 

3 1 #7  X 1 

44570 

•17  1  55.6  I 

#5.3  I 

35.7 

•#0 

1  74.4  1 

87.4  1 

70.7 

•22  )  #5.2  I 

75.0  1 

50.0 

•#1 

1  78.7  t 

90.9  1 

78.0 

•35  1  59.#  1 

73.#  1 

43.0 

#62 

t  80.5  t 

92.9  1 

79.2 

Tha  tabla  iaaadiataly  abova  daaonatratad  that  rathar  than  axcaading 
tht  "approval"  parcantagaa  for  tha  7-Iaval  AFSCa,  tha  9-Iaval 
parcantagas  fall  batwaan  tha  44570  and  tha  3167X  parcantagaa  in  avary 
caaa.  For  avary  quaation,  tha  9-laval  parcantaga  waa  graatar  than  tha 
44570  parcantaga  (a  aaxiaua  of  19. 9X  graatar,  at  Ouaation  *17)  and  tha 
9-laval  parcantaga  waa  lata  than  tha  3l#7X  pareantaga.  Tharafora  it  waa 
concludad  that  tha  hypothaaia  could  not  ba  aupportad  froa  aurvay  data. 
Tha  abova  tabla  daaonatratad  that  a  tandancy  to  approva  of  tha  concapt 
of  MCCHa  parforaing  LCC  aaintananca  waa  aora  a  function  of  uhara  an 
individual  workad  or  of  AFSC  than  a  function  of  braadth  of  axparianca 
Hypothaaia  4 

Tha  hypothaaia  waa  that  of  all  raapondanta  in  avary  catagory  for 
Ouaation  159,  aora  would  chooaa  anawar  "g"  ("No  inapaction  ia  nacaaaary 
if  tha  aquipaant  worka  proparly.")  than  would  chooaa  any  othar  anawar. 
Tha  aaauaption  waa  that  thara  would  ba  a  ganaral  baliaf,  coaaon  to  all 
catagoriaa  of  raapondanta,  that  HCCNa  would  parfora  tha  aaaa  laval  of 
"quality  aaintananca"  on  a  drawar  RfcR  taak  aa  a  ragular  aaintananca  taaa 
would.  It  waa  furthar  aaauaad  that  aupporting  avidanca  for  tha 
hypothaaia  would  ba  that  ovar  50X  of  raapondanta  would  chooaa  anawar  "a" 
or  "b"  for  Quaationa  #18,  120,  #30,  and  #34)  and  that  ovar  50X  of 
raapondanta  would  chooaa  anawar  *d"  or  "a"  for  Quaationa  #16  and  #19. 


Thaaa  questions  all  partalnad  to  MCCHa'  ability  to  parfora  aalntananca. 
Tht  tabla  balow  thOMO  Quaation  159  aniwor  “g"  aa  a  parcantago  of  tha 
total  nuabar  anawaring  for  aaeft  group. 


TABLE  XL X  & 

QUESTION  959  -  ALL  RESPONDENTS 


Sroupa 


Othar 
I  Anawara 


l 

Junior 

31XX 

p~ 

Sanior 

31XX 

K  9-laval 

V  3167X 

44570 

Total 

Raaoonaai  t  X  8 


324  t  39.8 


22 


57  I  S3 


34  I  54 


t  50.0 


I  40.7 


I  38. 6 


I  21.0 


all  HCCN 

t  44  1 

19  1 

0 

DOTI/DOV 

1  9  1 

!  4  1 

0 

TABLE  XL I X  X 

QUESTION  959 

AnaNara 

•  0«  > 

B  1 

C  1 

D  1  E  1  F  1  0  1 

1  H  IRE8T? 

>36  aonthal  11  I  41 


Qparational 
Staff  I 


r- 

Junior 

31XX 

L\  ■- 

Sanior 

l-;-. 

31XX 

^  .*• 
k*.*- 

9-Laval 

3167X 

r 

m 

44570 

5  t  1 


11  I  44  I  129  I  47  I 


3  I  10  I  42  I  13  I 


4  I  16  I  32 


I  I  I 
II  31  28  I  8 


5  I  11  I  54  I  14 


3  I  IS  I  47  I  20  I 


It  II  01  It  22  I  15 


3  t  20  t  1  i  1  t  18  I  17  t  14  I  N 


Tab  1 •  XL  1 1 1  above  ihoMt  thi  nuabor  of  individual*  for  each  answer 


of  Quaition  4S9  by  group.  The  right-hand  coluan  asks  whether  that  group 
choaa  answer  "g*  aora  than  any  other  answer. 

Every  group  except  the  44S70  group  chose  answer  "g*  ao re  than  any 
other  answer.  The  44570s  chose  answer  *c*  aost  frequently,  answer  af* 
the  next  aost  frequently,  and  then  answer  "g".  The  aeanings  of  each 
answer  are  exaained  later  in  this  chapter.  9ince  not  all  groups  chose 
answer  "g*  aore  than  any  other  answer,  the  technical  conditions  of  the 
hypothesis  were  not  aet.  However,  since  all  but  one  group  chose  answer 
"g*  aore  often  than  any  other  answer,  it  could  be  argued  that  there  is  a 
definite  body  of  opinion,  distributed  through  all  groups  of  respondents, 
that  NCCHs  could  perfora  "quality  aaintenance. * 

TABLE  XLIV 

RESPONDENTS  APPR0VIN6 


D+E 

A+B 

D+E 

A+B 

A+B 

A+B 

A+B 

416 

418 

419 

428 

430 

434 

all  HCCN  1 

62.7 

50.3 

57.3  1 

49.1  1 

44.7 

61.5 

1 

45.5 

Operations! 
8enior  1 

61.0 

38.3 

1 

60.0  i 

1 

56.7  ! 

60.0 

73.3 

1 

1 

51.7 

Staff  I 

1 

1 

1 

Operations! 
Staff  I 

71.9 

37.9 

1 

62.5  ! 

1 

58.7  1 

60.4 

76.5 

1 

1 

1 

53.9 

Junior  1 

31XX  ! 

63.8 

30.8 

! 

64.1  ! 

1 

51.3  ! 

64.7 

64.7 

1 

! 

55.7 

Senior  t 

31XX  ! 

65.2 

35.6 

» 

1 

71.7  1 

1 

58.7  1 

75.6 

80.0 

1 

1 

66.7 

9-Level  ! 

73.6 

33.3 

68.8  I 

58.3  1 

78.0 

77.3 

1 

1 

63.1 

3167X  1 

60.0 

38.2 

58.9  1 

54.4  1 

62.9 

61.1 

1 

54.4 

44570  ! 

48.2 

24.1 

48.8  1 

37.4  ! 

55.1 

51.9 

1 

27.9 

The  second  half  of  the  hypothesis  was  that  over  50X  of  respondents 
would  choose  answers  for  Questions  416,  418-420,  42S,  430,  and  434  that 
aeant  approval  of  the  concept.  For  Question  416  and  419  this  aeant  that 
over  SOX  of  respondents  would  choose  either  answer  "d"  or  answer  "e". 


For  the  reoainder  o f  the  queatione,  over  SOX  of  the  reapondenta  Mould 
chooee  either  ana«or  "i*  or  anaoer  *b*.  Tha  quaation  and  anauer  table 
for  tha  hypothaaia  ia  ahoan  beloM,  followed  by  an  explanation  of  tha 
data. 

Quaation  #16  atatad  that  *Qnce  they  Mara  properly  trained,  creu 
aaabara  could  probably  parfora  LCC  aaintananca  aa  Mail  aa  Maintenance 
craaa  do.*  At  laaat  60X  of  each  group  agreed,  Mith  tha  exception  of 
44370a  Mhere  48. 2X  agreed.  The  eaall  percentage  for  44570a  could  have 
been  due  to  the  nature  of  the  heavy  Maintenance  that  thia  group 
perforaed)  it  aay  have  been  hard  for  44370a  to  viaualize  HCCHe 
perforaing  auch  Maintenance  Mhile  on  alert. 

Quaation  #18  atated  that  *1  Mould  feel  better  about  the  idea  of 
capaule  crew*  perforaing  LCC  Maintenance  if  I  knee  that  Maintenance  or 
QC  peraonnel  Mould  inapect  the  finiahed  Mork.*  HCCMa  were  the  only  group 
that  had  a  Majority  in  diaagreeaent  Mith  thia  atateaent.  In  all  other 
groupa,  a  larger  percentage  deaired  that  HCCHe’  Maintenance  be  inapected 
at  aoae  future  tine.  Thia  reault  aeened  to  challenge  the  idea  that  the 
groupa  have  confidence  that  HCCHe  could  perfora  coapetent  Maintenance. 
In  light  of  the  percentage  reaponaea  to  Quaation  #19,  the  percentagea 
for  Queation  #18  Mere  enignatic. 

Quaation  #19  atated  that  *Hork  done  by  a  Maintenance-qualified 
capaule  creu  Mould  not  have  to  be  inapected  any  aore  often  than  Mork 
done  by  anybody  elae."  In  every  group  except  the  44370a,  at  leaat  60X  of 
reapondenta  agreed  Mith  thia  atateaent.  The  44570  percentage  Mae  48. 8X , 
poaaibly  for  the  reaaone  euggeated  earlier.  The  Mide  "approval” 
percentage  difference  between  Queation*  #18  and  #19  aay  have  been  due  to 


tht  phrase  *aaintenance-qualif ied  eapaula  craw*  in  Question  #19.  Soaa 
respondents  agreeing  with  tha  stataaant  in  Quattion  #18  aay  hava  aada 
tha  aaauaption  that  Quaation  #18  waa  referring  to  non-qualified  MCCs, 
and  therefore  agraad  with  tha  idaa  that  aaintananca  by  non-qualified 
parsonnal  ahould  always  ba  inspaetad. 

Quaation  #20  statad  that  *Tha  quality  of  aaintananca  perforaed  by 
capsula  craws  would  probably  NOT  ba  as  good  as  tha  quality  of  tha 
aaintananca  parforaad  by  aaintananca  parsonnal.*  49. IX  of  HCCHs  and 
37. 4Z  of  44370s  disagraad  with  this  stataaanti  in  all  othar  groups  at 
laast  SIX  disagraad.  Tha  fact  that  lass  than  SOX  of  HCCHs  disagraad 
corralatad  with  tha  fact  that  a  aajorlty  of  HCCHs  dlsapprovad  of  tha 
concapt  of  HCCHs  parforaing  ICC  aaintananca. 

Quastion  #28  statad  that  *!  would  ba  uncoafortabla  knowing  that 
capsula  craws  wars  raaoving  and  raplacing  aquipaant  in  tha  LCC,  whathar 
or  not  thay  wars  trainad  and  authorized  to  do  so.*  Only  44. 7X  of  HCCHs 
disagraad  with  this  stataaant,  possibly  bacausa  a  aajorlty  of  HCCHs 
disapprovad  of  tha  concapt.  In  all  othar  groups  a  aajorlty  disagraad 
with  tha  stataaant.  SSX  of  44570s  disagraad,  75. AX  of  fiald  grada  3 1 XX« 
disagraad,  and  78Z  of  9-laval  anlistad  aanior  supervisors  disagraad. 
Host  raspondants  saaaad  aora  coafortabla  with  tha  concapt  whan  tha 
phrasa  “trainad  and  authorizad*  was  usad. 

Quastion  #30  statad  that  *A  capsula  craw  parforaing  aaintananca 
would  probably  do  a  poor  job  and  and  up  causing  avan  aora  work  for 
aaintananca  parsonnal.*  A  aajority  of  all  groups  disagraad  with  this 
stataaant.  Tha  saallast  aajorlty  was  51. 9X  for  44570s.  Tha  largast  was 
SOX  for  fiald  grada  Hissila  Maintenance  Officers  (tha  largest  percentage 


for  the  tntirt  hypothesis).  This  roaponto  could  bo  toon  at  strong 
support  for  tht  idtt  that  aost  personnel  would  have  confidence  in  the 
quality  of  HCCH-perf oreed  LCC  eaintenance. 

Question  134  stated  that  "If  capsule  crews  replaced  certain  drawers 
in  equipaent  racks,  a  aandatory  inspection  by  qualified  eaintenance 
personnel  should  always  follow."  45. 5X  of  HCCHs  and  27.9%  of  44570s 
disagreed  with  this  stateeenti  in  all  other  groups  at  least  SIX 
disagreed. 

All  groups  except  for  HCCHs  and  44570s  had  4  questions  with 
percentages  greater  than  50X,  and  one  with  percentages  less  than  SOX 
(Question  #18).  HCCHs  had  4  questions  with  percentages  greater  than  SOX, 
and  three  with  less  than  50X.  44570s  had  only  two  questions  with 

percentages  greater  than  SOX  (#2fl  and  #30)  and  five  with  percentages 

% 

less  than  50X. 

The  conditions  of  the  hypothesis,  that  no  "approval*  percentages 
would  be  less  than  50X,  were  not  satisfledi  therefore  the  hypothesis 
could  not  be  supported  froe  survey  data.  However,  the  responses  showed 
that  with  the  exception  of  44570s,  whose  work  would  be  only  slightly 
iepacted  by  an  iapleeentation  of  the  concept,  and  of  HCCHs,  a  aajority 
of  whoa  disapproved  of  the  concept,  there  was  strong  support  for 
iapleeentation  and  confidence  in  HCCH  ability  to  do  good  eaintenance. 

Hypothesis  4  was  the  last  foreal  hypothesis.  The  following  data  is 
included  for  purposes  of  intergroup  coaparisons. 

The  question  and  answer  table  for  DQTI/DOV  HCCH  responses  to 
Questions  #24,  #25,  #24,  and  #27  which  was  shown  earlier  in  this  chapter 
is  reprinted  below,  so  that  the  responses  could  be  coapared  to  those  of 


othar  groups  of  rospondants.  Questions  124  and  *23  wars  addressed  only 
to  DOTI  and  DOV  HCCMs  and  to  TTB  and  BCliE  partonntl.  Question  *24  atatad 
that  "Tha  training  of  captulo  cnwa  in  oaintonanco  tasks  Mould  probably 
iaposa  a  grsatsr  workload  on  ay  work  con tor."  Buostion  *23  statod  that 
*Tha  inspaction  and  avaluation  of  capsula  emus  Mho  parforaad  LCC 
aaintonanca  tasks  would  probably  iaposa  a  graatar  workload  on  ay  work 
cantor."  Buostion  826  statad  that  "Tha  training  of  capsula  craws  who 
parforaad  LCC  aaintonanca  could  iaposa  a  burdan  on  wing  training 
functions  that  would  ba  all  out  of  proportion  to  any  possibla  gains  that 
sight  rasult  fros  such  a  prograa,  at  laast  in  tha  short  tarn."  Buostion 
•27  statad  that  "Tha  avaluation  of  capsula  craws  who  parforaad  LCC 
aaintonanca  could  iaposa  a  burdan  on  wing  avaluation  functions  that 
would  ba  all  out  of  proportion  to  any  possibla  gains  that  aight  rasult 
froa  such  a  prograa,  at  laast  in  tha  short  torn."  Coaparison  of  tha 
parcontagas  of  rospondonts  in  aach  group  who  agraad  with  tha  stataaants 
showad  significant  difforancas  of  opinion  batwoan  oparations  and 
aaintonanca  parsonnal  on  tha  topics  prasontad  by  thasa  quastions.  Tha 
applicabla  tablas  ara  Tobias  XLV  through  LII  balowi 


TABLE  XLV 
DOTI  AND  DOV  HCCft 
Quastions  Answers 

A  ! 


•24  I  0  I 


125  I  2  I  1 


•26  I  4  I  13  I  8  I  14  I  46 


•27  I  3  I  10  I  12  !  14  I  44 


D  1 

E 

1 

Total  ! 

X  D+E 

14  I 

40 

! 

56  1 

96.4 

3  1 

25 

1 

32  I 

87.5 

14  1 

46 

I 

85  1 

70.6 

14  I 

44 

1 

83  I 

69.9 

TABLE  XLVI 


TTB  AND  OCfcE  PERSONNEL 


dotations 


Answtrs 


A 

1 

B 

C 

1 

D 

1 

E 

1 

Total 

X  D+E 

#24  1 

i 

1 

0 

5 

1 

9 

1 

9 

1 

24 

66.7 

•25  1 

2 

1 

4 

5 

1 

8 

1 

8 

1 

27 

59.3 

#26  I 

3 

1 

11 

19 

1 

9 

1 

9 

1 

51 

35.3 

#27  I 

4 

1 

16 

16 

1 

7 

1 

5 

1 

51 

23.5 

TABLE  XLV! 1 

NCCN8  NOT  A88ISNED  TO  DOT!  OR  DOV 


Questions  An star a 

A  !  B  I  Cl  D  t  El  Total  I  X  D+S 

#26  1  13  I  34  t  38  t  62  i  86  I  233  I  63.  S 

#27  I  13  I  23  I  32  I  66  1  97  I  233  I  70.0 


TABLE  XLVIII 

OPERATIONS  STAFF  AND  SENIOR  STAFF  PERSONNEL 

Quastiona  Anattra 

A  I  B  I  Cl  D  1  El  Total  I  X  D+E 

#26  I  19  i  43  I  18  1  43  1  38  I  163  I  49.7  | 

#27  I  20  i  35  i  22  1  46  I  38  I  163  I  31.3 


TABLE  XLIX 

MISSILE  MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS 
Questions  Anawtra 


A  1 

B  I 

1  C  1 

1  D  ! 

E 

I  Total 

X  D+E 

#26  : 

25  1 

53  I 

1  33  1 

!  37  1 

18 

1  168 

32.7 

#27  ! 

26  1 

64  I 

!  25  1 

'  35  1 

16 

!  168 

30.4 

I 


TABLE  L 

SENIOR  ENLI8TED  MAINTENANCE  SUPERVISORS  TV-LEVELS*) 
Questions  Answers 

I  SI  Cl  D  I  El  Total  I  X  D+E 


126  I  IV  I  34  I  10  I  17  I  VI  VO  I  26. V 


•27  I  16  I  3V  I  7  I  14  I  11  I  VO  I  27.8 


TABLE  LI 

ENLISTED  MAINTENANCE  SUPERVISORS  (*7-LEVEL8a)  -  44S70  AP8C 
Question*  Answers 

I  B  I  Cl  D  I  E  I  Total  I  X  D+E 


•26  I  7  I  22  I  23  I  17  I  8  I  84  I  2V.8 


I  6  I  28  I  21  I  16  I  8  I  84  I  28.6 


TABLE  LI  I 

ENLI8TED  MAINTENANCE 

8UPERVI80R8  ("7-LEVELS") 

-  3167X  AFSCs 
» 

Questions 

Answers 

A  1  B  1 

Cl  D  1  E  1  Total 

1  X  D+E* 

•26  I  26  I  S3  I  39  I  18  I  7  I  144  I  17.4 


•27  I  24  I  62  I  30  I  IV  I  6  I  144  I  17.4 


Th*  table  below  (Table  LI 1 1 )  thou*  the  response*  of  different 
groups  of  operations  and  eaintenance  personnel  to  Question  632,  which 
stated  that  "Capsule  erews  really  don't  have  the  tiee  while  out  on  alert 
to  perfors  eaintenance."  MCCM  responses  to  this  stateeent  were  detailed 
earlier  in  this  chapter.  Of  the  groups  of  eaintenance  personnel 
respondents,  only  the  44370  respondents  agreed  with  the  stateeent  by  a 
percentage  of  sore  than  10X.  Of  all  groups,  only  DOTI/DOV  MCCMs  agreed 
with  the  stateeent  by  a  percentage  of  sore  than  4VX.  These  results 
desonstrate  the  diversity  of  opinions  aeong  respondents  about  how  MCCMs 
spend  their  alert  tiee  in  the  LCC. 


TABLE  LX  1 X 

QUESTION  *32 
ALL  RESPONDENTS 


Answers 


A 

1 

B 

1  C 

1 

D 

1 

E 

Total 

IX  D+E 

all  HCCH  1 

30 

f 

74 

1  64 

1 

67 

1 

91 

326 

1  41.9 

DOTI/DOV  1 

5 

1 

18 

1  16 

I 

15 

1 

32 

66 

1  54.7 

>36  aonths  t 

9 

1 

26 

1  19 

1 

IB 

1 

21 

93 

1  48.5 

Operations  1 
Senior  t 

12 

1 

1 

17 

1 

1  11 

1 

1 

11 

I 

t 

9 

60 

1 

1  33.3 

Staff  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Operations  1 
Staff  I 

26 

1 

1 

35 

1 

1  15 

1 

1 

14 

1 

1 

12 

102 

1 

1  23.5 

Junior  1 

31XX  1 

34 

i 

1 

35 

1 

1  20 

1 

t 

7 

1 

1 

4 

120 

1 

1  9.2 

Senior  1 

31XX  1 

26 

1 

! 

13 

m 

H 

H 

1 

47 

1 

1  4.4 

TfTTTTTTM 

■rrMTffTTMi 

49 

1 

1 

27 

i 

1  9 

i 

i 

2 

i 

i 

3 

90 

1 

1 

1  5.6 

Junior  31XX! 
Operations  1 

2B 

1 

1 

17 

1 

) 

1  5 

i 

i 

1 

i 

i 

i 

2 

34 

1 

1  3.9 

9-Level  1 

33 

1 

33 

i  16 

i 

7 

i 

1 

90 

1  B.9 

3167X  1 

60 

1 

48 

1  27 

i 

5 

i 

t 

141 

1  4.3 

44370  1 

18 

1 

22 

1  20 

i 

9 

i 

9 

78 

1  23.1 

Question 

•43i 

HCCH 

Responses. 

Question  #43  was 

directed 

NCCHi  only.  It  stated  that  "HCCHs  who  wart  being  trained  to  perfore 
eaintenance  tasks  would  have  to  be  given  the  ease  hands-on  training 
aaintenance  personnel  receive."  80. SX  of  HCCH  respondents  agreed  with 
this  stateeent,  as  did  94. lit  of  HCCNs  who  had  aaintenance  experience. 
Brand  Forks  HCCNs,  who  had  at  least  theoretically  been  exposed  to  the 
concept  because  of  Project  Teaework,  the  percentage  agreed  by  84. 2X.  The 
table  for  responses  by  all  HCCNs  is  shown  below. 


106 


TABLE  LI V 

NCCH  RESPONSES  TO  QUESTION  *43 
Answars 

A  B  C  D  E  Total  X  D+E 
>11  NCCH  I  14  I  28  I  26  I  108  I  173  I  349  1  BO. 3 

NCCH  with  I  I  I  I  1  I  I 

aaintananca!  1  I  0  I  0  I  91  7  I  17  I  94.1 

asparianca  1111 _ j _ I _ l_ 

Brand  Forktl  21  41  31  13  t  35  I  37  I  B4.2 

Quastions  459-#62i  Ratponata  othar  than  "A".  Of  intaraat  to 
any  iaplaaantation  affort  would  bt  tha  anawart  of  aurvay  raspondants  to 
such  quaationa  ai  "who  should  impact?*,  "should  all  NCCHs  ba  trainad?", 
"who  should  train  tha  NCCHs?",  "who  should  avaluata?".  Quastions  159-462 
addrassad  thasa  issuas.  Quastion  #59  statad  that  "If  capsula  craws 
parforaad  LCC  aaintananca,  tha  coaplatad  aaintananca  should  always  hava 
to  ba  lnspactad  byi".  * 

TABLE  LV 
Quastion  459 
Answars 


A  1 

B  1 

C  1 

0  1 

E  1 

F 

8 

H 

all  NCCH  1 

30  1 

44  1 

19  1 

0  1 

11  1 

44 

129 

47 

D0TI/D0V  1 

11  1 

9  1 

4  1 

0  1 

3  1 

10 

42 

13 

>36  aonthsl 

6  1 

11  1 

4  1 

0  1 

4  1 

16 

32 

13 

Oparationsl 
Sanior  1 
Staff  1 

1 

7  1 
1 

1 

5  1 

1 

1 

7  1 

1 

1 

0  1 

1 

1 

1  1 

1 

3 

28 

1 

8  1 

Oparationsl 
Staff  1 

1 

6  1 

1 

5  1 

1 

5  ; 

1 

1  1 

1 

5  1 

11 

54 

1 

14 

Junior  1 

31XX  1 

1 

7  1 

1 

7  1 

1 

12  1 

1 

5  1 

1 

3  1 

15 

47 

V 

Sanior  1 

31XX  1 

1 

2  1 

1  1 

>  3  1 

» 

1 

1  1  1 

1 

1 

1  1 

1 

0  1 

1 

I  22 

1 

1  15 

9-Laval  1 

3  i 

1  2  1 

1  9  1 

4  J 

2  1 

13 

1  34 

1  21 

3167X  1 

8 

1  4  1 

1  16  1 

4  1 

4  1 

12 

!  57 

1  35 

44570  1 

7  1 

1  3  1 

1  20  1 

1  1 

l  : 

18 

!  17  I 

!  14 

Totals 

87 

93 

97 

16 

34 

143 

462 

200  1132 

X  total 

7.7X 

8.2X 

8.6X 

1.4X 

3. OX 

12. 6X 

40. 8X 

17. 7X  100X 
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Answer  "a*  m«i  "Th«  next  capsule  criM,  and  lattr  by  the  Flight 
Coaaandar."  7.7%  chose  this  answer.  Soaa  respondents  lintd  through 
"...and  latar  by  tha  Flight  Coaaander."  Thtat  rttponaaa  were  includad 
under  answer  "h”  ("Other").  Answer  *b*  was  "Qualified  aaintananea 
personnel  only."  8.2%  choaa  this  answer.  Answer  "c"  Mas  "QCIcE 
aaintananea  parsonnal."  8.6%  ehosa  this  answer.  Answer  *d*  aas  "D0T1  or 
DOV  parsonnal."  Only  1.4%  ehosa  this  ansaar.  Ansaar  "a*  aas  "a  and  d 
abova",  ahieh  only  3.0%  ehosa.  Ansaar  "f*  aas  *b  and  e  abova*.  12.6% 
ehosa  this  ansaar.  Ansaar  "g"  aas  "No  inspaction  is  nacassary  if  tha 
aquipaant  works  proparly."  40.8%  of  all  raspondants  ehosa  this  ansaar. 
Ansaar  "h"  aas  "Othar."  Includad  in  this  catagory  aara  eoaaants  that  "a 
6  c"  aara  a  good  ansaar,  eoaaants  that  in  affaet  said  tha  saaa  thing  as 
ansaar  "g",  tha  group  of  "a"  ansaars  aantionad  abova,  and  eoaaants  to 
tha  affaet  that  HCCHs  should  not  parfora  aaintananea.  Anothar  fraquant 
coaaant,  aada  aostly  by  oparations  sanior  staff,  anlistad  raspondants, 
and  by  fiald  grada  aissila  aaintananea  offiears,  was  that  aost 
aaintananea  parforaad  by  aaintananea  taaas  in  tha  fiald  was  not 
inspactad  (at  laast  not  on  an  ASAP  basis)  and  that  MCCM-perf oraed 
aaintanance  should  not  hava  to  ba  inspected  every  time  either.  Another 
comment  made  by  some  enlisted  respondents  was  that  MCCMs  should  be  aada 
Certified  Maintenance  Inspectors.  Altogether  these  totaled  17.7%  of 
responses 

Question  *60.  Question  #60  that  stated  that  "If  capsule 
crews  parforaad  LCC  aaintanancai ".  Answer  "a"  <*N/A,  craws  should  not 
parfora  aaintananea. " )  was  discussed  previously  in  this  chapter.  Tha 
answers  are  explained  below  tha  table. 


TABLE  LVI 


r 


*  *  * 

i' 


i 


k 


QUESTION  160 
Answers 


B 

1 

C 

0 

all  NCCN  1 

110 

j_ 

19 

26 

■ 

D0TI/D0V  1 

29 

i 

i 

3 

10 

>36  Months  ! 

37 

j_ 

5 

7 

with  1 

i 

i 

Maintenance! 

10 

i 

i 

2 

0 

experience  1 

i 

operations  1 

i 

£ 

senior  1 

32 

I 

1 

6 

staff  1 

i 

operations  1 

! 

staff  1 

53 

1 

4 

5 

1 

junior  I 

1 

^  : 

31XX  1 

74 

1 

5 

IS 

p 

senior  1 

1 

31XX  I 

33 

t 

3 

3 

•'  ' 

9-Level  ! 

50 

1 

3 

14 

■ 

3167X  1 

104 

1 

3 

16 

44370  1 

46 

1 

1 

10 

Totals 

580 

51 

114 

B 

X  total 

77. n 

6.9X 

1*.31 

745 


Answer  "b*  was  "All  crews  should  bo  troinod  to  perfore  ill  of  tho 
•sslgnod  Maintenance  tasks.*  This  mis  by  far  tho  aost  popular  choico  of 
tho  throo.  77. 9X  of  respondents  chose  ansuer  *b*.  Answer  *c*  Mas  *  Only 
certain  crees  should  be  trained  to  perfore  eaintenance. *  6.9X  chose  this 
ansuer.  Ansuer  *d*  Mas  *0ther”.  1S.3X  chose  this  ansNer.  host  of  these 
eade  consents  to  the  effect  that  all  HCCMs  should  be  trained  to  perfora 
only  those  tasks  that  the  00  and  DCM  together  had  decided  that  liCCNs 
could  and  should  perfore. 

Question  161.  Question  *61  stated  that  *Capsule  cress  Mho 
Mere  being  trained  to  perfore  eaintenance  should  be  trained  byt".  Ansuer 
"a*  ("N/A,  cress  should  not  perfore  Maintenance. * )  Mas  discussed 

previously  in  this  chapter.  The  ansuers  are  explained  below  the  table. 
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TABLE  LVII 


QUESTION  #61 
Ansaers 


B 

1 

C 

1 

D 

1 

E 

! 

F 

1 

3 

1 

H 

all  MCCN  1 

4 

! 

20 

1 

37 

1 

19 

1 

47 

1 

20 

16 

DOTI/DOV  1 

1 

1 

9 

1 

10 

t 

4 

! 

14 

1 

3 

1 

1 

4 

>36  aonths! 

2 

f 

8 

1 

13 

f 

6 

1 

11 

1 

5 

1 

7 

operations! 
senior  ( 

9 

I 

1 

4 

1 

1 

7 

1 

1 

4 

1 

t 

I 

10 

1 

f 

2 

1 

1 

3 

staff  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

operations! 
staff  1 

7 

1 

1 

10 

1 

1 

21 

1 

1 

4 

1 

I 

1 

15 

1 

1 

1 

9 

i 

1 

1 

3 

junior  1 

31XX  1 

10 

! 

1 

15 

1 

1 

17 

1 

1 

1 

12 

1 

1 

23 

1 

1 

1 

17 

1 

1 

1 

6 

senior 

31 XX  ! 

H 

H 

12 

I 

1 

t 

3 

! 

1 

2 

1 

1 

J_ 

a 

1 

1 

» 

5 

! 

1 

4 

9-Level  ! 

10 

! 

10 

1 

9 

1 

6 

1 

I 

14 

1 

1 

10 

J_ 

11 

3167X  ! 

IS 

1 

1 

27 

1 

18 

1 

20 

1 

26 

1 

13 

1 

1 

11 

44570  ! 

0 

1 

8 

1 

1 

18 

1 

14 

J_ 

14 

1 

1 

15 

1 

> 

4 

Totals 

65 

123 

153 

91 

182 

99 

69 

X  total  8.3X  15. 7X  19. 63  11. 6X  23. 3X  12. 7X  9.BX  100X 

Ansaar  "b"  mii  "DOTI  Instructor  Creas  only.*  B.3X  of  respondents 
chose  this  ansaar.  Ansaar  "c"  Mas  "DOTI  Instructor  Creas,  Mith  Tsas 
Training  Branch  (TTB)  parsonnal  obsarving  the  training  and  assisting  as 
nacassary.*  1S.7X  chosa  this  ansMar.  Ansaar  *d*  Mas  "DOTI  Instructor 
CraMS,  Mith  Taaa  Training  Branch  (TTB)  parsonnal  giving  hands-on 
training  to  tha  capsula  craMS."  19. 6X  chosa  this  ansaar.  Ansaar  "a"  Mas 
‘Taaa  Training  Branch  parsonnal  only.",  and  11. 6X  of  r» spondants  chosa 
this  ansaar.  Ansaar  "f"  was  "Taaa  Training  Branch  parsonnal,  Mith  DOTI 
Instructor  CraMS  obsarving  tha  training  and  assisting  as  nacassary." 
23. 3X  of  raspondants,  tha  largast  parcantaga,  chosa  this  ansaar.  Ansaar 
"g“  mss  "Taaa  Training  Branch  Parsonnal ,  aith  DOTI  Instructor  Craas 
giving  hands-on  training  to  tha  capsula  craMS."  12.77.  chosa  this  ansaar. 
Ansaar  *h"  aas  "Othar".  B.8X  chosa  this  ansaar.  The  most  frequent 
coaaant  aas  to  the  affect  that  TTB  parsonnal  should  train  DOTI  MCCMs  who 


should  in  turn  train  tht  othor  MCCMs.  On*  TTB  NCO  froo  Brand  Forks  wroto 


that  this  oothed  Has  ustd  at  that  bast  in  conntetion  with  Projtct 
Ttaowork,  and  that  in  his  opinion  it  was  suectssful,  primarily  btcaust 
tht  DOT!  HCCMs  wtrt  "good  studtnts." 

Qutstion  162.  Qutstion  162  stattd  that  "Capsult  crtws  who 
wtrt  bting  tvaluattd  on  oainttnanct  task  ptrforoanct  should  bt  avaluattd 
by  *  * .  Answtr  "a"  ("N/A,  capsult  crtws  should  not  ptrforo  oainttnanct. ") 
was  dicusstd  prtviously  in  this  chapttr.  Tht  answtrs  art  txplaintd  btlow 
tht  tablt. 

TABLE  LVIII 
QUESTION  162 


Answtrs 


B 

1  C 

1 

D  1 

E 

F 

all  HCCM  1 

48 

1  28 

1 

28  1 

25 

27 

DQTI/DGV  1 

13 

t  12 

1 

9  1 

2 

6 

>36  aonths  1 

16 

1  9 

1 

5  1 

9 

11 

oporations  1 
son i or  ! 

21 

1  6 

1 

1 

I 

5  i 

2 

5 

staff  I 

1 

1 

oporations  1 
staff  1 

30 

1  17 

{ 

1 

• 

8  1 

3 

4 

junior  1 

31 XX  I 

29 

1  26 

1 

1 

» 

1 

22  : 

9 

6 

stnior 

1 

1 

Sr.  31XX  1 

21 

!  6 

J_ 

7  I 

3 

4 

9-Ltvtl  ! 

26 

!  14 

1 

» 

14  1 

7 

5 

3167X  1 

41 

1  30 

1 

1 

27  1 

21 

12 

44370  i 

6 

1  19 

1 

1 

18  1 

14 

4 

Totals 

253 

167 

143 

97 

34 

X  total 

34X 

22. 5X 

19. 2X 

13X 

11. 3X 

Answtr  "b"  was  "Evaluator  Crtws  (DOV)  only."  34X  of  tht 
rtspondtnts,  tht  largtst  ptrctntagt,  ehost  this  answtr.  Answtr  "c"  was 
"Evaluator  Crtws  (00V),  with  QCiE  oainttnanct  ptrsonntl  obstrving  tht 
tvaluation."  22. SX  chost  this  answtr.  Answtr  "d*  was  "QCicE  oainttnanct 


ptrsonntl,  with  DOV  crow  obstrving."  19. 2X  of  tht  rtspondtnts  chost  this 


tntMtr.  AniMtr  '»'  Mas  "QCliE  aaintananca  paraonnal  only.*  13X  ehosa  this 
ansMer.  Ansaar  *f*  mas  *0thtr".  11. 3X  chosa  this  ansMsr.  Moat  coaaants 
Mara  to  tha  affact  that  avaluationa  Mara  not  parforaad  on  aaintananca 
paraonnal  at  avary  aaintananca  action,  tharafora  thay  ahould  not  ba 
parforaad  on  MCCMs. 

flotation  #63.  Enliatad  Raapondanta.  Thaaa  raapondanta  aada 
tha  aaaa  typaa  of  coaaanta  aada  by  othar  raapondanta.  Tha  braakdoMn  Mas 
aa  foil qms t 

9-laval  "in  favor*  coaaantsi 

Minor  aaintananca  (draaar  RtiR )  OK  -  17  out  of  27,  or  63X. 

Mould  aava  aaintananca  raaourcas  -  8  out  of  27,  or  29. 6X. 

Long  ovardua/iaplaaant  iaaadiataly  -  4  individuals. 

6ood  idaa  but  thara  Mill  ba  iaplaaantation  problaaa  -  4  individuals. 

* 

Sood  idaa  but  not  all  MCCMs  hava  apiituda  for  aaintananca  -  3 
individuals. 

Sood  idaa,  train  MCCMs  in  aaintananca  at  Vandanbarg  or  Chanuta  -  2 
individuals. 

Mould  halp  raliava  aaintananca  Morkload,  nhich  is  too  graat  for  us  noM  - 
2  individuals. 

Mould  laaaan  ICC  donntiaa  -  1  individual. 

Qood  idaa  but  if  aaintananca  paraonnal  hava  to  inapact  MCCMs'  ICC 
aaintananca,  than  tha  aaintananca  taaa  should  just  do  it  in  tha  first 
placa  -  1  individual. 

9-laval  "opposad"  coaaantsi 

Mould  causa  too  auch  friction  batnaan  aaintananca  and  oparationsi  for 
axaapla  jurisdictional  disputas,  "f i ngar-poi nti ng"  -  2  out  of  9,  or 
22.2%. 

Not  anough  of  a  aaintananca  raquiraaant  to  justify  iaplaaantation  -  2 
out  of  9,  or  22. 2X. 


The  retaining  coaaents  were  aach  aada  by  ona  individual i 

-  Mould  incraaaa  training  burdan  on  MCCHa. 

-  Mould  incraaaa  avaluation  burdan  on  HCCMa. 

-  SACHET  would  cut  aaintananca  aanning. 

-  Oparationi  and  aaintananca  ahould  not  ba  aixad  on  principle. 

-  MCCHa  lack  the  aptitude  to  perfora  good  aaintananca. 

3167X  AFBCe  "in  favor*  coaaantu 
Minor  aaintananca  (drawer  RSiR)  OK  -  30  out  of  42,  or  71. 4X. 

Mould  save  aaintananca  raaourca*  -  12  out  of  42,  or  28. 6X. 

Long  ovardua/iaplaaant  iaaadiataly  *  4  out  of  42,  or  9.5X. 

Sood  idea  but  aoaa  MCCHa  aight  lack  aptitude  to  parfora  good  aaintananca 

-  3  individuala. 

Good  idea  but  there  would  ba  iaplaaantation  problaaa  -  2  individuala. 

Sood  idea  but  probably  would  not  work  dua  to  iaplaaantation  problaaa  *  2 
individuala. 

Sood  idea,  MCCHa  ahould  receive  aaintananca  training  at  Vandanbarg  or 
Chanuta  -  2  individuala. 

Mould  laaaan  LCC  downtiaa  -  2  individuala. 

Mould  help  relieve  aaintananca  workload  which  ia  too  auch  for  ua  now  -  2 
individuala. 

Mould  iaprova  aorala  of  both  aaintananca  and  oparationa  paraonnal  -  1 
individual . 

Mould  ba  good  for  MCCHa  to  know  how  to  do  aaintananca  in  caaa  of  a 
wartiaa  aaargancy  -  1  individual. 

31&7X  AFSCa  ‘oppoaed*  coaaantsi 

Oparationa  and  aaintananca  ahould  not  ba  aixad  on  principle  -  2  out  of 
9,  or  22. 2X. 

Mot  enough  of  a  aaintananca  raquiraaant  to  juatify  iaplaaantation  -  2 
out  of  9,  or  22. 2X. 

MCCHa  lack  aptitude  to  do  good  aaintananca  -  2  out  of  9,  or  22. 2X. 

If  aaintananca  personnel  have  to  go  to  an  LCC  to  inapact  MCCHa' 
aaintananca,  than  a  aaintananca  taaa  ahould  juat  do  the  task  in  the 
first  place  -  1  individual. 


Lick  of  tpirt  pirti  it  tort  rtiavint  thin  iny  lick  of  aalntananca  toioo 

-  1  individuil. 

44570s  "in  favor"  cooftftntftt 

Minor  aaintinanc*  (tightftn  scrtwi,  fttc.)  OK  -  16  out  of  16,  or  100X. 

6ood  idfti  but  th»r*  would  bt  problaas  during  iaplaaantation  -  5  out  of 
16|  or  31. 3X. 

Would  sivft  aaintananca  rasourcas  -  3  out  of  16,  or  18. 8X. 

Would  ltsfttn  LCC  downtiftft  -  3  out  of  16,  or  18. BX. 

Would  htlp  to  fiftillirizft  HCCMs  with  tha  wtipon  systaa  *  2  individual*. 

Thft  following  coaaants  war*  each  aida  by  ona  individual t 

-  Good  idaa  but  probably  would  not  work  dua  to  iaplaaantation  problaas. 

-  Good  idaa  but  would  incraasa  tha  workload  on  TTB  and  QCXcE  parsonnal. 

-  Long  ovardua/iaplaaant  iaaadiataly. 

-  Good  idaa  but  soaa  NCCMs  aight  lack  aptituda  to  do  good  aalntananca. 

44570s  "opposad"  coaaantsi 

NCCMs  do  not  hava  tiaa  to  parfora  aalntananca  whila  on  alart  in  tha  LCC 

-  5  out  of  10,  or  50X. 

Would  incraasa  tha  avaluatlon  burdan  on  NCCMs  -  4  out  of  10,  or  40X. 

Oparations  and  aalntananca  should  not  ba  alxtd  on  principla  -  3 
individuals. 

NCCMs  lack  tha  aptituda  to  do  good  aalntananca  -  3  individuals. 

Would  incraasa  tha  training  burdan  on  NCCMs  *  1  individual. 

It  is  banaath  tha  dignity  of  an  officar  to  parfora  aalntananca  -  1 
individual . 

MCCHs  at  Grand  Forks  AFB.  HCCMs  froa  Grand  Forks  AFB  wars 
brokan  out  saparataly  froa  othar  NCCMs  to  invastigata  whathar  or  not 
thair  axposura  to  tha  Projact  Taaawork  planning  aetivitias  sight  hava 
causad  thair  "disapproval"  parcantagas  to  diffar  significantly  froa  tha 
parcantagas  of  othar  NCCMs.  Tha  tabla  is  shown  balow.  Tha  tablas  for  all 
NCCMs  ara  shown  aarliar  in  this  chaptar,  but  tha  ralavant  parcantagas 
ara  dlscussad  balow. 
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TABLE  HX 
BRAND  FORKS  CREWS 


Questions  Answers 


A 

t  B  1 

C 

1 

D 

1  E 

1 

Total! 

X  D+E 

•  17 

1  9 

1  12  1 

4 

1 

10 

1  23 

1 

58  1 

56.9 

#22 

1  12 

1  6  I 

5 

1 

10 

I  25 

1 

58  1 

60.3 

•35 

1  9 

1  9  1 

6 

1 

9 

1  25 

1 

57  1 

58.2 

#36 

1  7 

1  13  1 

3 

1 

9 

1  25 

_L 

57  1 

59.7 

#40 

1  16 

1  7  1 

8 

1 

14 

1  12 

57  1 

X  A+B 

40.4 

A 

Other 
!  Answers! 

Total 

Responses! 

X  A 

•60 

!  34 

1  23  1 

57 

1 

59.7 

•61 

1  31 

1  26  I 

57 

I 

54.4 

#62 

!  29 

!  27  I 

56 

1 

51.8 

The 

Brand 

Forks  percentage 

for  Question  #17 

was  56. 9X 

1.3X  less  then  the  all-HCCHs  percentage  of  SB.2X.  This  was  not  a 
significant  difference.  The  Brand  Forks  percentage  for  Question  122  was 
60. 3X,  which  was  4.3X  greater  than  the  all-HCCNs  percentage  of  56X.  The 
Grand  Forks  percentage  of  58. 2X  for  Question  #35  was  1.3X  less  than  the 
all-MCCMs  percentage  of  59. 5X.  This  was  not  a  significant  difference. 
For  Question  #36,  the  Brand  Forks  percentage  of  59. 7X  exceeded  the 
all-MCCMs  percentage  of  54. 7X  by  5X.  For  Question  #40,  there  was  no 
significant  difference.  The  Brand  Forks  percentage  was  40. 4X,  the 
all-MCCMs  percentage  was  38. 9X,  a  1.5X  difference.  For  Question  #60,  the 
Brand  Forks  "answer  'a'"  percentage  was  59. 7X  coepared  to  the  all-MCCMs 
percentage  of  51. 9X.  This  was  a  7.SX  difference.  For  Question  #61,  the 
Brand  Forks  percentage  was  54. 4X,  5.9X  greater  than  the  all-MCCMs 
percentage  of  48. 5X.  Lastly,  for  Question  #62,  the  Brand  Forks 


percentage  was  51. 8X  against  an  all-MCCMs  percentage  of  50. 2X.  The  1.6X 
difference  was  not  significant. 
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For  four  questions,  122,  *36,  160,  and  *61,  tho  Brand  Forks 
porcontago  Mat  groator  by  at  liast  4X|  tho  aaxiaua  difference  Mat  7.8X 
for  Quottlon  *60.  Tho  nuobor  of  rospondonts  for  tho  all-HCCMs  porcontago 
variod  froo  319  to  351  rotpondontt,  for  an  avorago  of  331.  Tho  nuobor  of 
Brand  Forks  rotpondontt  variod  froo  57  to  SB.  Tho  taallor  nuobor  of 
Brand  Forks  rotpondontt  ooant  that  oach  rotponto  countod  for  rolativoly 
aoro  in  toros  of  porcontagos.  In  conclusion,  thoro  it  onough  ovidonco 
froo  tho  data  to  suggost  that  HCCHi  itationod  at  Brand  Forks  AFB  nay 
havo  boon  slightly  ooro  oppotod  to  tho  concept  than  HCCHi  itationod  at  a 
hypothetical  "avorago"  bato.  HoMOVor,  thoro  mbs  not  onough  data  support 
to  coaplotoly  confira  that  this  Nat  to. 

Would  tho  Proposal  Bavo  Maintenance  Resources?  Non-HCCh 
Opinions. 

TABLE  LX 
QUESTION  *21 


A 

1  B 

1  C 

1 

D 

E  1 

Total 

IX  D+E 

operations! 
senior  1 
staff  I 

1 

1 

1  3 

1 

1 

1  3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

35 

! 

17  1 
1 

59 

1 

1  BB.l 

1 

operations! 
staff  1 

5 

! 

!  7 

1 

i  13 

1 

l 

t 

44 

1 

35  1 

104 

1 

I  76.0 

junior  ! 

31 XX  ! 

3 

! 

!  9 

s 

!  B 

1 

1 

» 

55 

1 

42  ! 

117 

1 

!  82. 9 

senior 

31XX  1 

3 

1 

1 

1  2 

1 

1 

!  3 

1 

1 

» 

17 

! 

20  ! 

45 

! 

!  92.2 

9-Level  ! 

12 

1  11 

1  3 

1 

29 

35  1 

90 

!  71.1 

3167X  ! 

7 

!  5 

!  4 

l 

i 

63 

65  ! 

144 

!  88.9 

44570  1 

7 

!  12 

!  13 

l 

» 

28 

22  1 

92 

1  61.0 

Hypothesis 

IE 

used 

Questions 

*21, 

123, 

*29, 

*31,  and 

dotsroino  if  MCCNs  believed  the  proposal  could  save  maintenance 
resources.  This  section  details  non-HCCH  responses  to  the  questions. 
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* 


senior 

31XX 

3 

8 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

14 

1 

1 

17 

1 

1 

45 

1  68.9 

9-Level 

8 

19 

1 

3 

1 

28 

1 

32 

1 

90 

1  66.7 

i-  .  , 

3167X 

11 

6 

1 

12 

1 

55 

1 

60 

1 

144 

1  79.9 

44570 

10 

10 

« 

1 

10 

1 

30 

1 

22 

1 

82 

1  63.4 

Question  #23  (Table  LXI)  state#  ‘Capsule  crews  could  help  decrease 
LCC  equipeent  downtiee  if  they  eere  authorized  to  reeove  and  replace 
certain  equipeent  drawers  in  the  LCC.*  A  Majority  of  all  groups  agreed 
with  the  statesent.  The  saallest  percentage  agreeing  was  63. 4X  of 
44570s. 

Question  #29  stated  that  *lf  Maintenance  personnel  weren't  always 
having  to  reeove  and  replace  drawers  in  the  LCC,  they  could  get  to  the 
sore  involved  Maintenance  sooner.*  The  table  is  shown  belowi 

TABLE  LX  1 1 
QUESTION  #29 


I  B  I 


D _ I _  E  !  Total  IX  D+E 


operations! 

senior 


operations 

staff 


Junior  I 

31XX  I 


senior 

31XX 


9-Level  I 


3167X 


44570 


22  I  14 


I 

15  I  30 


16 

5 

1 

♦ 

1 

1 

59 

i 

!  35.6 

i 

36 

12 

1 

1 

104 

i 

1  47.5 

43 

16 

1 

1 

116 

1  *.  :  ' 

1  50.9 

7  I  16  I 


11  !  37 


19  I  33  I  53 


22  !  17  I  22 


44  I  50.0 


1  13  i 

89 

1  56.2 

1 

!  25  1 

141 

1  55.3 

] 

1  11  1 

79 

i  41.8 

Niaaila  aaintananca  officer*,  9-ltvtl  anliatad  aaintananca 
auparviaora,  and  3167X  AFSCa  all  agraad  with  tha  at ataaant  by  aaall 
■ajoritiaa.  For  tht  othar  groupaf  tha  parcantagaa  agraaing  wart  laaa 
than  SOX.  Tha  aaallast  of  thaaa  parcantagaa  waa  35. 6X  of  oparationa 
aanior  ataff  officara  (1816  AFSC). 

Quaation  *31  atatad  that  "If  capaula  crawa  parforaad  aoaa  of  tha 
LCC  aaintananca,  than  aaintananca  paraonnal  wouldn’t  havt  to  aakt  at 
aany  tripa  to  tha  LCCa."  Tha  tabla  ia  ahown  balow. 

TABLE  LX  1 1 1 
QUESTION  #31 


oparationa! 
aanior  ! 


oparationa! 
ataff  I 


junior 
31 XX 


aanior 


!  8  i  C  !  0  ! 


7  1  10 


I  -  3  I  13  I  9 


I  I 

8  I  14  I  14 


Total  ! X  0+E 


59  I  71.2 


104  !  72.1 


116  I  69.0 


31XX 

i  2  : 

5  1 

4 

1  21  1 

12  1 

44 

!  75.0 

9-Laval 

1  4  1 

18  1 

6 

!  41  1 

21  ! 

90 

1  68.9 

3167X 

1  8  1 

12  t 

9 

I  73  1 

39  1 

141 

1  79.4 

44370 

1  8  ! 

14  1 

6 

1  40  t 

11  1 

79 

1  64.6 

Najoritiaa  of  all  groupa  agrtad  with  tha  atataaant.  Tha  aaallaat 
parcantaga  waa  64, 6X  of  44570a. 

Quaation  #33  atatad  that  "If  capaula  crawa  wara  aaintananca 
qualifiad,  aaintananca  raaourcaa  could  ba  allocated  aora  tf f activaly. " 
Tha  tabla  ia  ahown  balow.  Najoritiaa  of  all  groupa  agraad  with  tha 
atataaant.  Tha  aaallaat  parcantagaa  wara  50. 6X  of  44570a  and  50.97.  of 
oparationa  aanior  ataff  (1816  AFSCa).  Thaaa  two  groupa  probably  had 
diffarant  raaaona  for  anawaring  aa  thay  did. 


TABLE  LX  IV 


QUESTION  *33 


I  B  ; 


operation*) 


senior 

staff 


I  i  I  11  f  17 


operations!  1  1 

!  1 

1 

1 

staff  1  6  1  16  i 

!  19  I 

43  1 

17  1  101 

9-Level 


3167X 


44570 


3  I  20  I  21 


6 


4  I  20  I  9 


6  I  29 


6  I  15  I  18 


Total  IX  D+E 


59  I  50.9 


1U  I  60.3 


I 

44  I  61.4 


90  I  63.3 


140  I  70.0 


79  I  50.6 


In  general,  it  could  be  stated  that  eajorities  all  groups  agreed 
with  idea  that  iepleeentation  of  the  concept  would  save  eaintenance 
resources.  Soee  of  the  eajorities  were  quite  substantial. 

How  HCCNs  Spent  Their  Tiee  on  Alert  -  Questions  «l47-«58.  As 


was  previously  eentianed,  questions  #47-#38  were  directed  at  HCCNs.  The 

* 

purpose  of  these  questions  was  to  discover  how  alert  tiee  was  spent.  An 
excerpt  froe  the  questionnaire  is  shown  below. 

For  questions  47  through  58,  use  this  answer  keyi 

a)  None,  0  hours. 

b)  Less  than  2  hours. 

c)  2  hours  but  loss  than  4  hours. 

d)  4  hours  but  less  than  6  hours. 

e)  6  hours  but  loss  than  S  hours. 

f)  8  hours  but  less  than  10  hours. 

g)  10  hours  but  less  than  12  hours. 

h)  12  hours  but  less  than  16  hours. 

i)  16  hours  but  less  than  20  hours. 

j)  20  hours  or  sore. 


Hon  aany  hours  out  of  your  last  alart  did  you  apond  doing  this 
activity?! 


_ 47. 

_ 48. 

_ 49. 

1—50. 
_  91. 

_ 52. 

_ 53. 

_ 54. 

_ 55. 

.  58. 

_ 57. 

_ 58. 


Training  <i.a.,  self-study  or  training  others). 

Inspection*  and  tssts  of  LCC  oquipaont. 

Processing  aessages. 

Tasting  and  calibrating  aissilas  and  LF  aquipaent. 

Processing  faults,  both  LF  and  LCC. 

Processing  trips  on  and  off  LFs,  and  aonitoring  their  activity. 
Educational  activities  such  as  HHEP,  PHE/808,  etc. 

Rest  status. 

Cleaning  and  housekeeping. 

Updating  LCC  records,  *a*-paging  T.O.s,  and  related  duties. 

Free  tiae  (recreational  reading,  Hatching  television,  etc. 

Do  not  include  tiae  spent  in  rest  status.) 

Processing  security  situations. 


The  table  of  responses  are  shoun  beloN.  The  coluan  for  anseer  " j " 


uas  oaitted  because  no  respondents  chose  ansuer  "j*. 


TABLE  LXV 


Hours  Spent 

Answers  to  Suestions  147-158 


0 

<2 

2-4 

4-6 

6-8 

8-10 

10-12 

12-16 

16-20 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

8 

H 

I 

•47  r 

17 

1  148 

1  130 

!  25  1 

10  I 

1  1 

1  1 

1 

1  0 

•48  t 

3 

1  243 

1  79 

8  1 

3  I 

0  1 

0 

1  0 

•49  1 

0 

1  172 

I  110 

1  30  I 

13  t 

5  I 

2  1 

0 

t  1 

•50  1 

55 

1  ISO 

1  72 

23  1 

14  1 

11  1 

4  1 

5 

1  0 

•51  1 

19 

1  219 

1  74 

14  1 

4  t 

2  1 

1  1 

1 

1  0 

•52  1 

17 

1  121 

1  78 

50  I 

27  1 

21  1 

12  1 

2 

1  4 

•S3  : 

111 

1  82 

1  85 

40  1 

11  1 

2  1 

2  f 

0 

1  0 

•54  1 

2 

1  2 

1  8 

86  1 

193  i 

38  1 

5  1 

l 

1  0 

•55  I 

20 

t  268 

1  36 

8  1 

0  t 

3  1 

0  1 

0 

1  0 

•56  1 

55 

1  230 

1  40 

8  ( 

0  ( 

0  1 

0 

1  0 

•57  t 

38 

1  127 

1  89 

S  50  I 

19  1 

4  1 

2  1 

3 

1  0 

•58  : 

32 

»  274 

t  33 

8  1 

4  ( 

0  1 

1  1 

1 

:  o 

Total 

369 

2036 

87 

30 

14 

5 

Ztotal 

9.2 

50.6 

20.7 

8.7 

7.4 

2.2 

0.8 

0.4 

0. 1 

Visual  inspection  of  the  coluens  shows  that  aleost  51X  of  the 
respondents  spent  less  than  two  hours  doing  the  types  of  things  outlined 
in  the  questions.  About  21X  spent  froe  2  to  4  hours.  The  percentages 
then  dropped  off  sharply,  but  about  90X  of  respondents  spent  8  hours  or 
less,  and  about  BOX  spent  less  than  4  hours.  The  phrase  ‘of  your  last 


120 


alert*  Mat  chosen  in  order  to  get  a  eroet-tection  of  reeponset  for  the 
laet  alert.  It  Mas  felt  that  asking  MCCMs  how  such  tiee  they  spent  doing 
the  itees  on  an  average  alert  Mould  only  introduce  a  risk  of 
subjectivity.  Soee  HCCHs  nay  have  been  undergoing  Ming  alerts,  higher 
headquarters.  evaluations,  or  having  a  heavier  then  usual  or  a  lighter 
than  usual  alert  Morkload  on  that  particular  alert.  Statistically,  such 
things  Mould  "balance  out"  Mhen  all  responses  Mere  considered  together. 

To  better  grasp  the  idea  that  soee  tasks  took  longer  than  others, 
regardless  of  coluen  averages,  the  folloeing  table  is  presented! 

TABLE  LXVI 
QUESTIONS  t47-»58 
Coluen  Mith 

largest  #  2nd  largest 
valuf  t  value 


#47 

1 

B 

1 

C 

1 

#48 

1 

B 

l 

C 

1 

#49 

! 

8 

1 

C 

1 

•50 

1 

« 

B 

1 

C 

! 

•51 

1 

1 

B 

1 

C 

1 

•52 

1 

B 

1 

C 

i 

•53 

1 

1 

A 

1 

c 

t 

•54 

1 

E 

1 

0 

1 

•55 

1 

B 

1 

c 

1 

•56 

1 

B 

1 

A 

1 

•57 

1 

B 

1 

C 

1 

*58 

1 

B 

! 

C 

1 

1 

All  questions  except  153  and  154  had  their  largest  nunerical  value 
in  coluen  "BH,  Mhich  Mas  "Lass  than  2  hours."  Question  *53,  Educational 
Activities,  had  the  highest  value  in  coluen  "A",  Mhich  Mas  "None,  0 
hours."  If  typical,  this  data  could  bode  ill  for  the  future  of  such 
educational  prograes  as  the  Minuteean  Education  Prograe  (NMEP)  and  PME 
correspondence  courses  such  as  SOS.  This  data  correlates  Mith  soee 


HCCHs'  Question  *63  consents,  to  the  offset  that  tho  now  C3  or 
AF8ATC0H  equipaent  oadt  studying  in  tho  LCC  difficult  or  iopossiblo 
bocouss  of  tho  hoovior  EAH  traffic  ossoclotod  with  tho  non  oquipaont. 
Sovorol  HCCHe  uiod  tho  quostionnoiro  as  a  forua  to  cooplain  about  tho 
froquoncy  of  tho  noo  oossago  traffic  and  attooptod  to  associato  this 
Kith  a  docroasod  ability  to  porforo  oaintonanco  tasks. 

Question  134,  "Rost  status",  attooptod  to  discover  how  ouch  sloop 
HCCHs  got  while  on  alert  in  tho  LCC.  Coluon  "E",  or  6-8  hours,  was  tho 
aost  popular  response.  Coluon  "D",  or  4-6  hours,  was  tho  second  oost 
popular  response  to  this  question. 

Haintonanco  Historical  Data  froo  tho  Hissilo  Wings. 
1982-1983.  Mith  tho  assistance  and  cooperation  of  Hoadquartors 
Strategic  Air  Coooand  Office  of  Haintonanco  Progress  (HQ  SAC/L8BA)  and 
the  Haintonanco  Analysis  units  at  tho  six  Hinuteoan  wings,  data  that 
detailed  drawer  and  coaponont  roooval,  roplacooont,  and  rosoval  and 
roplacooant  (RltR)  actions  for  1982-1983  was  obtained  for  use  in  this 
rosoarch  effort.  Sonorally,  each  separate  action,  or  task  porforood, 
counted  as  one  unit  for  coaparison  purposos.  An  exception  was  that  when 
separate  reaoval  and  replaceaent  actions  were  recorded  at  the  ease  LCC 
on  the  saae  Julian  date,  the  two  actions  were  counted  as  only  one  unit 
for  coaparison.  This  was  done  for  purposes  of  clarity  and  fairness,  even 
though  it  was  possible  that  soaetiees  there  were  indeed  two  distinct 
actions  by  different  teaas  at  different  tiaes.  The  table  detailing  the 


data  is  shown  below. 


TABLE  LXVI I 


Avirm  Annual  LCC  Drawer  li  Eoulpaent  Replaceaent  Actions 

for  1982-1983 


SDRs 

Kayboard 

Printer 

All 

Drawars 

All 

Radios 

Basa 

Totals 

Ellsworth 

!  45  1 

N/A  1 

41 

1 

0 

I  86 

6rnd  Frks 

1  200  1 

61  I 

96 

1 

28 

1  385 

Halastroa 

1  37  1 

28  : 

87 

1 

109 

1  261 

Hlnot 

1  13  1 

27  1 

31 

1 

41 

1  112 

FE  Warran 

1  38  t 

35  1 

76 

1 

0 

1  149 

Mhitaaan 

1  34  1 

11  1 

69 

1 

0 

1  114 

Boat  data  which  otherwise  would  htvt  boon  on  tho  chart  was  ooittod 
duo  to  claaaif ication  requireaents. 

Tht  SDR  (Signal  Data  Racordtr)  was  a  drawer-type  device  locatad  in 
the  LCC  which  provided  a  hard-copy  printout  on  thornal  papor.  Thta# 
printouts  consisted  of  nustrical  codts  which  advistd  ths  HCCHs  on  duty 
of  aissils  and  LF  aquipasnt  status  and  faults,  LCC  squipaant  status  and 
faults,  LF  security  alaras,  and  status  and ‘faults  of  othar  LCCs. 

Tha  Kayboard/Printar  (K/P)  was  a  console-aounted  davica  siailar  in 
appaaranca  to  a  typawritar  or  a  aicrocoaputar  keyboard.  It  was  usad  to 
aanually  input  data  fros  writtan  ordars  or  publications  diractly  into 
tha  aissilas'  on-board  coaputar.  At  tha  tisa  of  this  rasaarch  (1984) 
thara  wara  no  Keyboard/Printers  in  Ellsworth  AFB  LCCs. 

All  LCCs  at  Brand  Forks  AFB  and  2SX  of  Halastroa  AFB  LCCs  had  a 
radio  systaa  found  in  no  othar  LCCs.  This  radio  was  usad  for 
intar-coaputar  coaaunications  onlyj  it  coaaunieatad  batwaan  LCC,  LF ,  and 
aissila  coaputars,  and  actad  as  a  backup  systaa  to  tha  cabla 
coaaunications  that  all  LCCs  at  all  basas  had.  Thasa  extra  radio  drawars 
accountad  for  a  larga  part  of  radio  systaa  aaintananca  actions  at  Brand 
Forks  AFB  and,  to  a  lassar  axtant,  at  Halastroa  AFB. 


Tht  aany  and  variad  typa*  of  electronic  aquipaant  that  art  not 
radios  art  in  tht  "All  Drawers"  category  in  tht  tablt  abovt.  A  dttailad 
dttcription  of  all  of  thatt  drawers  and  how  thay  difftr  in  configuration 
frot  ont  bast  to  another,  or  tvtn  fro*  ont  ICC  to  tht  ntxt  in  tht  aatt 
aquadron,  Mould  havt  bttn  outsidt  tht  acopt  of  this  rtatarch. 

All  of  tht  aquipaant  in  tht  tablt  abovt  Mat  aquiptant  that  Mat 
capablt  of  bting  "RfcR'td",  or  rttovtd  and  replaced,  Mith  a  tinitut  of 
cablt  diaconntctiona  and  reconnections,  and  Mithout  tht  uat  of 
spacializtd  taat  aquipaant  to  tht  bast  knoMltdgt  of  tht  rtatarchtr  and 
aainttnanca  analysis  ptraonntl. 

Tht  list  of  bases,  Mhtn  ranked  in  ordtr  of  largast  avtragt  aaount 
of  aainttnanca  actions  takan,  Mas  as  folloMti 


321  SMM,  Grand  Forks  AFB  -  385  actions  total 

341  SUM,  Nalastroa  AFB  -  261  actions  total 

90  SUM,  FE  Marrtn  AFB  -  149  actions  total 

351  SMM,  Mhitaaan  AFB  -  114  actions  total 

91  SMM,  Minot  AFB  -  112  actions  total 

44  3MM,  EllsMorth  AFB  -  86  actions  total 

Malastroa  AFB  and  FE  Marrtn  AFB  tach  had  four  Strategic  Missile 
Squadrons  assigned  instead  of  tht  three  squadrons  found  at  the  other 
Minuteaan  basts.  Thtrtfort  thosa  tuo  basts  should  havt  theoretically  had 
a  history  of  tore  aainttnanca  actions  than  the  other  basts.  Ellsworth 
AFB  LCCs,  with  their  relatively  priaitive  aquipaant,  had  lass  itens  of 
equipaent  that  MCCMs  could  reaovt  and  replace. 

Naturally,  the  basts  (Strategic  Missile  Mings)  with  tht  largest 
number  of  maintenance  actions  taken  would  stem  to  havt  had  tht  biggest 
incentive  to  approve  of  the  concept.  These  basts  also  had  the  greatest 
need  for  maintenance  extenders. 


Hypothesis  1.  The  main  hypoth«tit  Mat  that  an  approximate 
rang*  of  betMeen  SIX  and  b7X  of  MCCMt  Mould  disapprove  of  th*  conctpt  of 
HCCHs  performing  LCC  aaintananca.  Thi*  hypothatia  Mat  tupportad  by 
turvay  data.  With  tha  axcaption  of  Quaition  #40,  tha  actual  parcantagai 
variad  froa  48. 5X  to  59. 5X.  Thit  ranga  Mat  tOMardt  tha  loMar  and  of  tha 
hypothati2ad  ranga.  Thit  aaant  that  tha  nuabar  of  MCCMt  Mho  rajactad  tha 
concapt  Mat  alightly  taallar  than  pradictad. 

Sub-hypothatit  1A  Mat  partially  tupportad  by  turvay  data.  MCCMt 
Mith  thraa  or  aora  yaart  on  crtM  rajactad  tha  concapt  by  a  taallar 
parcantaga  than  did  othar  MCCMt.  HoMtver,  for  thraa  of  tha  aight 
criterion  queationi  lata  than  SOX  of  MCCMi  th  ovar  thraa  yaart  on  crtM 
rajactad  tha  concapt.  Thit  aaant  that  tha  nuabar  of  experienced  MCCMt 
rejecting  tha  concapt  Mat  ilightly  taallar  than  pradictad. 

Sub-hypothatit  IB  Mat  not  tupportad  by  turvay  data.  Tha  taall 
percentage  difference  betMeen  MCCCs  and  DMCCCt  lent  tupport  to  tha  idea 
that  creM  potition  (MCCC  vt  DMCCC)  Mat  of  little  iaportanca  vit-a-vit 
attitude  toMard  tha  concapt.  Theta  reeulta  Mara  compared  Mith  tha 
reiulti  of  sub-hypothatit  1A  in  light  of  tha  fact  that  nearly  all  of  tha 
MCCHs  Mith  thraa  or  more  years  on  crtM  Mara  MCCCs.  Tha  conclusion 
arrived  at  Mat  that  crtM  potition  (MCCC  vt  DMCCC)  had  no  significant 
impact  on  tendency  to  approve  of  or  disapprove  of  tha  idea.  Tha  length 
of  time  spent  at  a  MCCM  teamed  to  have  significant  bearing  on  tendency 
to  approve  of  or  disapprove  of  the  concept. 

Sub-hypotheti s  1C  Mas  that  tha  most  common  reasons  that  Mould  be 


given  by  HCCNs  for  accepting  or  rejecting  the  concept  would  be  the 
reaeont  lilted  during  the  discueeion  of  this  tub-hypotheiii  in  Chapter 
III.  A  significant  nueber  of  coeeenti  referring  to  a  predicted  reaeon 
would  indicate  a  need  to  confront  the  iteue  raised  by  that  reason.  A 
thorough  discussion  of  each  of  the  predicted  reasons  would  indicate  a 
need  to  confront  the  issue  raised  by  that  reason.  A  discussion  of  each 
of  the  predicted  reasons  and  the  survey  results  for  each  of  thee  can  be 
found  in  Chapter  III. 

Technically  the  results  for  this  sub-hypothesis  were  nixed.  Six 
predicted  reasons  were  given  by  significant  Measurable  percentages  of 
HCCNs  and  seven  other  reasons  were  given  by  less  than  4X  of  the 
respondents.  Three  other  reasons  were  given  by  between  7%  and  9X  of 
respondents.  Therefore,  soae  of  the  predicted  reasons  were  not  actual 
issues.  No  reasons  not  on  the  “predicted  list  were  given  by  More  than  one 
respondent.  Analysis  of  reasons  given  by  7X  or  More  of  respondents 
yielded  the  following  inforMation  of  lnteresti  on  the  issue  of  NCCNs' 
ability  to  perfore  Maintenance,  NCCNs  seened  to  divide  into  two  distinct 
groups.  The  larger  group  was  nade  of  about  49X  to  63X  of  NCCH 
respondents.  The  snaller  group  Made  up  2SX  to  40X.  The  percentages 
varied  with  the  question.  The  larger  group  believed  that  NCCs  had  the 
ability  to  perform  Maintenance  tasks.  The  snaller  group  believed  that 
HCCNs  lacked  the  ability  to  perfore  Maintenance. 

Opposition  to  the  inclusion  of  Maintenance  actions  in  DOV  or  higher 
headquarters  Standardization  Evaluations  was  widespread  in  Question  463 
consents.  A  Majority  of  NCCNs  who  stated  in  Question  463  responses  that 
they  were  opposed  to  the  concept  Mentioned  this  concern.  This  fear  of 


baing  avaluatad  on  aaintananca  tasks  aay  hava  boon  tha  singla  graataat 
rasarvation  that  HCCHs  had  about  parforaing  aaintananca.  It  would  appaar 
that  tha  aajority  of  HCCHs  parcaiva  DQV  avaluationa  at  a  thraat  to  ba 
avoidad.  Any  iaplaaantation  of  tha  eoneapt  would  hava  to  daal  with  this 
iaiua  by  striking  a  balanca  batwaan  tha  naad  to  intura  that  an 
accaptabla  laval  of  aaintananca  was  baing  parforaad  and  tha  naad  to 
avoid  daaaging  HCCH  aorala  or  lowaring  HCCHs’  parcaptions  of  thair  job. 

A  group  of  HCCHs  cooposing  about  221  of  fiuastion  #63  "opposad* 
raspondants  fait  that  incraasad  training  would  rasult  froa 
iaplaaantation  of  tha  concapt.  This  group  faarad  that  thair  tiaa  off 
would  ba  raducad  by  axtra  training.  At  tha  tiaa  this  rasaarch  was 
conduetad  (1983-1984),  HCCHs  wara  alraady  schadulad  for  ona  day  par 
aonth  for  waapons  systaa  training  which  was  conduetad  by  DOTI  Instructor 
HCCHs.  Training  in  drawar  raaoval  and  raplacaaant  procaduras  was  givan 
annually  on  thasa  schadulad  training  days.  If  tha  concapt  wara  to  ba 
iaplaaantad,  training  in  drawar  raaoval  and  raplacaaant  could  ba  givan 
aora  fraquantly  on  schadulad  training  days.  DOTI  Instructor  HCCHs  aight 
hava  to  adjust  thair  cycla  of  racurring  training  subjacts  to  "fit  in* 
tha  additional  training.  If  thara  wara  no  incraasa  in  training  days  dua 
to  tha  iaplaaantation  of  tha  concapt,  ona  aora  potantial  *paopla 
problaa*  would  ba  avoidad. 

Slightly  aora  than  67 %  of  all  HCCH  raspondants  wara  concarnad  that 
iaplaaantation  aight  ba  a  "foot  in  tha  door*  for  an  incraasing  nuabar  of 
aaintananca  tasks  assignad  to  tha  HCC.  Also  involvad  in  this  concarn  was 
tha  idaa  that  HCCHs  aight  loss  thair  profassional  idan*;*y  as  oparations 
parsonnal  and  bacoaa  aaintananca  parsonnal. 


Different  groups  of  HCCHs  hid  thsss  eoncsrnt  to  different  dtgrsts. 
Hors  HCCCs  thsn  DHCCCs  hid  thsss  concsrns.  Hors  HCCHs  with  thrss  or  sors 
years  on  crsw  hid  thsss  concsrns  thin  did  HCCHs  Mith  lsss  thin  thrss 
ysirs  on  crss.  Only  60%  of  Brind  Forks  HCCHs  hid  this  concsrn.  HCCHs 
issignsd  to  DOT!  ind  00V,  Md  HCCHs  Mith  previous  siintsnmcs 
iKpsrisncs,  did  not  hive  thsss  concsrns  to  my  grsitsr  degree  then  other 
HCCHs. 

For  whitsver  rsison,  the  fict  thit  the  sijority  of  the  sost 
experienced  HCCHs  expressed  this  ipprshsnsion  demonstrated  the  extent  of 
the  preconceptions  thit  existed  isong  HCCHs  ibout  the  concept.  The 
sillier  percentiges  eeong  less-experienced  HCCHs  offered  i  degree  of 
hope  in  thit  these  HCCHs  did  not  shire  to  the  sue  degree  the  belief 
thit  they  Mould  eventuilly  cose  to  be  considered  is  nintenince 
personnel . 

A  hire  Minority  (49%)  of  HCCHs  believed  thit  they  Mould  not  hive 
the  tins  to  perfon  nintenince  tasks  Mhile  on  ilert  in  the  LCC.  In 
practical  tern,  this  leans  that  a  Majority  of  HCCHs  thought  they  hid 
the  tiie  on  alert  to  perfon  Maintenance  actions  in  the  LCC.  If  reioval 
and  replacement  Maintenance  Mere  to  be  performed  at  creu  changeover 
tiie,  the  presence  of  four  individuals  in  the  LCC  night  help  to  speed 
the  RfcR  process.  It  his  possible  that  at  least  soie  of  the  100 
respondents  to  Question  163  Mere  actually  complaining  about  the  AFSATCOH 
equipment  and  not  about  lack  of  tiie  per  se. 

There  mis  concern  along  all  HCCHs  being  trained  in  Maintenance  task 
performance  night  degrade  their  proficiency  in  their  primary  duties. 
About  31%  of  HCCH  seemed  to  have  this  concern.  There  appeared  to  be  a 


correlation  between  tint  spent  on  crew  and  a  tendency  to  disagree  with 
the  idea  that  HCCHs  would  have  no  tiee  to  perform  LCC  maintenance,  or 
that  being  trained  in  eaintenance  would  degrade  performance  in  primary 
duties.  The  fact  that  sore  HCCCs  than  DHCCCs  agreed  with  the  statements 
of  the  questions  demonstrates  that  the  same  correlation  does  not  exist 
for  crew  position. 

A  majority  of  HCCHs  (about  59%)  agreed  with  statements  that  they 
should  not  do  maintenance  because  they  were  operations  personnel.  A 
small  number  of  HCCHs  also  mentioned  this  in  their  Question  #63 
comments.  These  survey  results  could  have  been  described  as  lending 
support  to  the  idea  that  parochialism,  or  what  Allgaier  called 
"artificial  distinctions"  (li74),  would  be  perhaps  the  greatest  "people 
problem*  obstacle  to  implementation  of  the  concept.  HCCHs  were  almost 
all  junior  officers  (Captain  or  below).  Host  were  on  their  first  duty 
assignment  with  no  Air  Force  experience  outside  of  missile  operations. 
Ignorance  of  the  responsibilities  and  the  working  environment  of 
maintenance  personnel  could  be  a  contributing  factor  to  a  parochial 
attitude.  The  attitudes  of  operations  staff  and  senior  staff  officers 
did  not  differ  much  from  HCCH  attitudes  towards  this  subject  (actual 
percentages  were  investigated  in  Hypothesis  3).  There  was  also  some 
possible  evidence  of  what  may  have  been  a  parochial  attitude  among  some 
maintenance  personnel.  These  seemed  to  resemble  the  opinions  noted  by 
Chenzoff,  et  al.  (2:11-1  St  11-2),  and  were  investigated  in  later 
hypotheses. 

A  small  group  of  HCCHs  felt  their  morale  would  be  damaged  if  they 
were  tasked  to  perform  LCC  maintenance.  Some  of  the  comments  suggested 


that  tha  Mritere  fait  ovarwhelaad  by  thalr  preaent  dutiat.  Tha  tona  of 
aoaa  of  tha  coaaanta  euggeatad  aoaa  raapondanta  aay  hava  alraady  had 
aorala  problaas,  not  naceaaarily  relatad  to  tha  concapt  of  performing 
LCC  aaintananca.  Thata  coaaanta  aaaaad  to  daaonatrata  that  a  aajority  of 
HCCHa  Mould  tand  to  dieagraa  Mith  tha  racoaaandationa  of  Christia 
< 3i 29-32)  and  Kuenning  and  Hattaon  (Pi  128)  that  HCCHa'  talanta  Mould  ba 
battar  utilizad  if  thay  Mara  to  aaauaa  liaitad  aaintananca 

raaponaibilitiaa. 

Another  aaall  group  of  HC CM  raapondanta  auggaatad  that  a  third  crea 
aaabar  ahould  ba  added  to  HCCa.  Thia  third  craM  aaabar  Mould  ba 

raaponaibla  for  coaaunicationa  and  aapacially  for  operating  tha  nan 
C3  AFSATCOH  aquipaant.  Thia  could  ba  evidence  that  at  laaat  aoaa 
HCCHa  Mara  having  difficulty  in  learning  to  cope  Mith  tha  nan  C3 
AFSATCOH  aquipaant.  If  true,  thia  could  hava  bean  due  to  a  learning 
curve  phanoaanon.  Invaatigation  of  thia  conjecture  Naa  outaida  tha  acopa 
of  thia  raaaarch. 

Several  of  tha  predicted  reaeone  Mere  not  actually  given  in  any 
aaaaurabla  parcantagaa.  Tha  predicted  raaaona  and  tha  actual  parcantagaa 
of  HCCHa  Mho  gave  thoaa  raaaona  Mara  diacuaaed  in  Chapter  III. 

Sub-hypothaaia  ID  raaulta  Mara  that  DOTI  and  OQV  HCCHa  diaapprovad 
of  tha  concapt  by  a  alightly  higher  percentage  than  did  other  HCCHa. 
Thia  difference  Mae  barely  aignificant.  Thaaa  raaulta  lent  further 
eupport  to  tha  idea  that  craa  poaition  (or  agency  of  aaaignaant)  had  no 
aignificant  affect  on  HCCHa'  attitudaa  for  or  againat  tha  concapt. 

Sub-hypothaaia  IE  raaulta  Mere  that  HCCHa  Mho  approved  tha  concept 
did  ao  for  a  nuabar  of  predicted  raaaona.  Thaaa  raaaona  Mara  lieted  in 


Chapter  III.  At  with  sub-hypothesis  1C,  the  rttulta  were  Mined.  Three 
reeeon*  Mere  quoted  by  e  significant  nueber  of  HCCN  reepondente.  Pour 
reason*  were  not.  Two  other  reasons  Mere  given  by  saall  percentages  of 
HCCN*.  One  reason  not  predicted  mss  given  by  a  respondent.  The  reasons 
are  enuaerated  beloM. 

HCCNs  Mho  approved  of  the  concept  usually  assueed  that  reaoval  and 
replaceaent  of  draMers,  tightening  screMS  and  handles,  etc.  Mould  be  the 
extent  of  conteaplated  Maintenance  tasks.  A  large  Majority  (61. 6Z )  of 
Question  *63  "in  favor*  respondents  oade  this  sort  of  coaaent. 

Overall,  a  Majority  of  all  HCCHs  believed  that  ispleaentation  of 
the  proposal  Mould  save  Maintenance  resources!  principally  fuel  and 
aaintenance  aanhours.  The  actual  percentages  for  question  can  be  found 
in  chapter  III. 

A'  large  nueber  of  HCCH  respondents  believed  that  'people  probleas* 
associated  Mlth  ispleaentation  Mould  inhibit  the  practicality  of  the 
proposal.  Specific  probleas  Mention  included  but  Mere  not  liaited  to 
fear  of  perforaing  aaintenance,  fear  that  conflicting  channels  of 
authority  Mould  burden  HCCNs  on  alert,  fear  of  gradually  being  turned 
into  aaintenance  personnel,  and  fear  of  aore  evaluations.  NCCHs  seeaed 
to  be  aware  of  the  existence  of  'people  probleas*  that  Mould  have  to  be 
dealt  with  during  any  ispleaentation  atteapts. 

A  saall  nuaber  of  respondents  felt  that  if  the  concept  were  to  be 
iapleaented  NCCHs  should  be  trained  at  Chanute  AFB  or  Vandenberg  AFB. 
Chanute  AFB  trained  Ninuteaan  Missile  aaintenance  personnel  while 
Vandenberg  AFB  trained  prospective  NCCHs.  This  HCCN  training  was  called 
Initial  Qualification  Training  (IQT).  Host  respondents  felt  that  drawer 


removal  and  repl acement  techniques  should  b«  incorporated  into  IQT  at 
Vandenberg  AFB.  Boat  respondents  felt  that  Chanutt  AFB  aaintsnance 
technician  instructors  could  tore  easily  train  MCCMs  in  eaintenance 
tasks. 

Another  saall  group  believed  that  if  MCCMs  performed  LCC 
eaintenance,  they  should  do  so  with  the  active  cooperation  of  Job 
Control.  Maintenance  teaas  in  the  eissile  field  constantly  kept  in 
contact  eith  Job  Control  and/or  their  hoee  shops  while  perforeing 
eaintenance  tasks.  If  the  concept  Mere  to  be  iepleeented  MCCMs  should  be 
in  contact  Nith  Job  Control  and/or  the  applicable  shop  as  a  eatter  of 
course. 

One  respondent  to  Question  #63  believed  that  if  MCCMs  perforeed 
eaintenance  then  eissile  eaintenance  officers  should  attend  IQT  and  be 
required  to,  “pul  1  alerts."  This  respondent  eay  not  have  been  entirely 
serious.  However,  the  idea  Mas  noted. 

Several  of  the  predicted  reasons  m ere  not  actually  given  in  any 
Measurable  percentages.  The  predicted  reasons  and  the  actual  percentages 
of  MCCMs  Mho  gave  those  reasons  Mere  listed  in  Chapter  III. 

Sub-hypothesis  IF  results  Mere  that  approximately  83%  of  MCCMs 
agreed  with  question  #44  and  84X  agreed  Nith  question  #45.  The  very 
large  percentages  agreeing  Mith  Questions  #44  and  #45  shoMed  that  many 
MCCMs  who  Mere  not  in  favor  of  the  concept  might  be  persuaded  to  support 
the  concept  if  management  laid  doMn  guidelines,  such  as  those  referred 
to  in  these  tMO  questions,  and  then  stuck  by  then.  There  mss  a  large 
body  of  opinion  among  MCCMs  that  desired  strong  guarantees  their 
position  as  MCCMs  would  not  be  somehow  made  "shaky"  by  the 


laplaaantation  of  tha  conctpt  and  that  thay  Mould  not  ba  aubjact  to  ntM 
and  poorly  dafinad  chains  of  coaaand.  Tha  saall  nuabar  of  HCCHs  (40X) 
Mho  agraad  with  tha  stataaant  of  Quastion  #46  showad  that  HCCHs  Mart 
dividtd  on  this  issua.  Possibly  tha  division  mss  along  tha  lints  of  tha 
group  that  Mas  apprahansiva  about  parforaing  aaintananca  vs  tha  group 
that  Mas  not  apprahansiva.  Tha  issua  of  having  control  of  Mhat  goas  on 
in  tha  LCC  had  baan  a  sansitiva  ona  aaong  HCCHs  for  yaars,  possibly  for 
as  long  as  thara  had  baan  ICBHs.  Paolucci  coaaantad  on  this  sansitivity 
in  1977  <7il5-18,  36). 

Hypothasis  2.  Tha  hypothasis  Mas  that  HCCHs  Mith  Titan  II 
oparations  axparianca  or  Mith  ICBH  aaintananca  axparianca  Mould  not 
opposa  tha  concapt  to  tha  saaa  dagraa  as  did  othar  HCCHs.  Survay  rasults 
supportad  this  hypothasis.  Mhat  this  Mould  saan  in  practical  taras  for 
any  attaapt  to  iaplaaant  tha  proposal  Mas  that  ones  HCCHs  Mara  axposad 
to  aaintananca,  it  Mould  ba  likaly  that  aost  of  thaa  Mould  coos  to 
accapt  tha  idaa.  This  assuaad  tha  cavaats  givan  by  HCCHs  aarliar  in  this 
chaptar  Mould  ba  considarad  by  thosa  rasponsibla  for  any  iaplaaentation 
attaapt. 

Hypothasis  3.  Tha  hypothasis  Mas  that  a  Majority  of 
oparations  staff  and  sanior  staff  officars  Mould  approva  of  tha  concapt. 
This  hypothasis  could  not  ba  supportad.  In  practical  taras,  this  aaant 
that  thara  Mas  a  lass  than  axpactad  dagraa  of  support  for  tha  concapt 
aaong  thasa  officars.  Tha  data  also  shoMad  that  opposition  to  tha 
concapt  Mas  lass  aaong  thasa  officars  than  aaong  HCCHs.  Thara  was  also 
found  to  ba  a  constant  closa  agraaaent  batwaan  tha  attitudas  of 


oparations  staff  and  sanior  staff  officars. 


Sub-hypothesi >  3A  results  were  that  operations  staff  and  senior 
staff  officers  tended  to  agree  or  dleagree  with  specific  questions  by 
sieilar  percentages. 

Sub-hypothesis  3B  results  Mere  that  the  sub-hypothesis  could 
neither  be  proven  nor  disproven  since  too  few  of  these  officers  had 
eaintenance  experience  to  eake  up  an  acceptable  saeple  size.  The  very 
fact  that  so  fsM  operations  senior  staff  officers  had  any  eaintenance 
experience  could  have  been  a  possible  syeptoe  of  an  underlying  problee. 
Denographic  data  shoNed  that  SAX  of  eissile  eaintenance  officers  had 
ICBM  operations  experience.  The  saee  data  also  shoued  that  only  5.8X  of 
all  operations  officers  had  ICBH  eaintenance  experience.  This  nearly 
tenfold  difference  illustrated  a  possible  dichotony.  If  S6X  of 
operations  senior  staff  had  had  ICBH  eaintenance  experience,  Mould  that 
group  have  approved  of  the  concept  by  a  considerably  larger  percentage? 
Unfortunately,  Mithout  a  large  enough  saeple  population  this  idea  oust 
reeain  conjectural.  If  eore  senior  staff  officers  had  had  operation 
experience,  Mould  they  have  a  sore  favorable  attitude  towards  the 
concept  of  MCCMs  perforeing  LCC  Maintenance?  Mould  this  sore  favorable 
attitude  have  influenced  eore  MCCMs  to  approve  of  the  concept? 
Unfortunately  this  is  also  conjecture. 

Sub-hypothesis  3C  results  Mere  that,  once  again,  the  attitudes  of 
operations  staff  officers  tended  to  parallel  the  attitudes  of  operations 
senior  staff  officers,  not  the  attitudes  of  MCCMs. 

Sub-hypothesis  3D  results  seesed  to  support  the  idea  that  exposure 
to  Maintenance  tended  to  increase  the  tendency  of  operations  staff 


officers  to  favor  the  proposal.  This  finding  paralleled  similar  findings 
for  HCCNs.  Thsrsfors,  it  Mould  apptar  thsrs  say  havt  bssn  a  gantral 
ttn dency  on  the  part  of  individuals  to  be  lass  “afraid"  of  sainttnancs 
ones  thsy  had  been  exposed  to  it. 

Sub-hypothesis  3E  rtsults  rtvtaltd  that  opsrations  staff  and  stnior 
staff  offiesrs  gtnsrally  had  siailar  thoughts  and  concsrns  about  ths 
concept  of  HCCHs  pmr forming  LCC  sainttnancs.  Senior  staff  offiesrs  Mho 
favored  ths  concept  had  various  reasons  for  doing  so.  The  percentage  of 
officers  Mho  Mentioned  each  reason  Mere  listed  in  Chapter  III.  A 
Majority  of  these  officers  felt  draMtr  renoval  and  replaceeent  by  NCCHs 
Mas  a  good  idea.  Soaller  nuabers  bslievedi 

(1)  DOV  evaluations  of  HCCH's  Maintenance  Mould  be  counterproductive. 

(2)  Ieplenentation  of  the  concept  Mould  save  Maintenance  resources. 

(3)  HCCHs  Mere  overMorked.  * 

(4)  The  concept  Mould  help  faniliarize  HCCNs  Mith  the  Mtapon  systen. 

(3)  The  concept  should  be  inplenented  ieeediately. 

(6)  Other  coonents  Mere  aade  by  one  individual  each.  These  sere  detailed 
in  Chapter  III. 

Operations  senior  staff  officers  Mho  sere  opposed  to  the  concept 
also  gave  their  reasons  in  Question  *43.  Half  of  these  officers  Mere 
concerned  that  NCCHs  Mould  not  have  ties  to  perforn  LCC  Maintenance. 
Sealler  groups  believedi 

(1)  lopleeentation  Mould  place  a  heavier  training  and/or  evaluation 
burden  on  creus. 

<2)  Iapleeentation  Mould  degrade  NCCN's  perforeance  in  their  primary 
duties. 

Operations  staff  officers  Mho  approved  or  disapproved  of  the 
concept  gave  reasons  that  in  general  paralleled  those  of  senior  staff 


officers  and  of  NCCNs.  Aoong  ths  rtssons  given  for  approval  werei 

(1)  Minor  Maintenance  such  as  drawer  RltR  would  be  a  good  idea. 

(2) The  concept  should  be  iepleaented  ieeediately. 

(3)  Iapleaentation  would  conserve  Maintenance  resources. 

(4)  NCCMs  should  be  trained  in  Maintenance  during  IQT. 

(5)  There  should  be  no  evaluation  of  HCCN  Maintenance. 

(6)  'People  probleos*  would  arise  during  ispleeentation. 

Operations  staff  officers  who  were  opposed  to  the  concept  gave  the 
saae  reasons  as  other  groups  who  were  opposed.  A  Majority  (391)  believed 
NCCNs  had  no  tiae  to  do  Maintenance  on  alert.  Saaller  nunbers  believedi 

(1)  Iapleaentation  would  place  a  heavier  training  and/or  evaluation 
burden  on  NCCMs. 

(2)  Iapleaentation  would  degrade  MCCNs‘  proficiency  in  their  priaary 
duties. 

(3)  Maintenance  was  beneath  an  officer's  dignity. 

(4)  Operators  should  not  perfora  Maintenance  tasks  on  principle. 

(3)  Since  aircrews  did  not  perfora  Maintenance  tasks,  neither  should 
NCCNs. 

(&>  Iapleaentation  would  lower  Morale. 

(7)  Not  enough  drawer  reaoval  and  replaceaent  went  on  to  justify 

iapleaentation. 

The  question  143  coaaents  of  all  groups  of  respondents  were 
analyzed.  These  groups  were  the  NCCMs  operations  staff  officers, 
operations  senior  staff  officers,  Missile  Maintenance  officers, 
*9-level"  senior  enlisted  Maintenance  supervisors,  and  enlisted 
Maintenance  supervisors  in  AFSCs  3167X  and  44370. 

Two  patterns  eaerged  froa  the  analysis.  First,  in  each  group 

studied,  the  *in  favor"  respondents  were  always  the  larger  percentage. 


The  extreae  axaapla  Mat  tht  3 1 67X  group,  Mhtra  82X  of  Quattion  *63 
respondents  favored  tha  concapt. 

Tha  tacond  pattern  Mia  that  each  group  generally  gave  tha  taaa 
ra atone  for  approving  or  ditapproving  of  tha  concapt.  For  axaapla,  tha 
aieiile  aaintananca  officart  and  enlitted  partonnal  gave  tha  taaa 
raaeont  for  approval  or  ditapproval  at  tha  MCCNs  and  other  operation! 
officer  groupt  already  ditcuttad.  Thera  Mere  ainor  diffarancat  Mhich  aay 
have  bean  ateociated  Mith  parochial  outlooks.  For  axaapla,  aaintananca 
partonnal  Mara  toaaMhat  aora  concerned  Mith  tha  quality  of  aaintananca 
and  toaaMhat  late  concerned  Mith  a  poteibla  incraata  in  tha  NCCN 
training  burden. 

Theta  intargroup  siailaritiet  thOMed  that  all  reepondenti  had 
coaaon  concern!  about  tha  coneapt  of  NCCHs  parforaing  LCC  aaintananca. 
Thata  shared  concern!  could  be  a  pouerful  aid  to  any  iaplaaantation 
effort  bacauta  profattionalt  Mith  coaaon  concern!  Mould  hopefully  Mork 
together  to  ovarcoaa  coaaon  problaat.  For  axaapla,  one  tanior  NCO  voiced 
a  decidedly  non-paroehial  outlook  Mhen  ha  auggeited  that  tha  DO  and  DCH 
should  Mork  together  to  decide  Nhat  tasks  MCCMs  could  parfora.  Another 
axaapla  Mat  an  operations  staff  officer  Mho  Manted  aaintananca  officart 
and  operations  officers  to  there  a  coaaon  AFSC  and  to  spend  tiaa  in  both 
operations  and  aaintananca  jobs. 

Hypothesis  4.  This  hypothesis  and  tha  sub~hypotheses 
associated  Mith  it  investigated  Missile  Maintenance  officer  attitudes. 
Tha  aain  hypothesis  mss  that  a  Majority  of  aissila  aaintananca  officers 
Mould  favor  iaplaaantation.  This  hypothesis  Mas  supported  froa  survey 
data}  Missile  Maintenance  officers  favored  tha  concapt  by  froa  577.  to 


84X,  dapending  on  the  question.  Sub-hypothesis  4A  deeonstrated  thet 
eissile  eaintenance  officers  with  I CBM  operations  experience  favored 
ispleeentation  by  slightly  higher  percentages. 

Survey  results  aeasured  against  sub-hypothesis  4B  deeonstrated  that 
Lieutenants  and  Captains  shared  the  attitudes  of  field  grade  officers  by 
sieilar  percentages.  This  aeant  that  tine  spent  in  the  eissile 
eaintenance  career  field  appeared  to  have  little  effect  on  attitudes. 
Rather,  a  large  eajority  of  all  eissile  eaintenance  officers 
tended  to  favor  the  concept.  Question  163  coeeents  froe  eissile 
eaintenance  officers  supported  this  idea  since  83Z  of  the  coeeents  Here 
in  favor  of  iapleaentation.  This  group's  coeeents  tended  to  focus  eainly 
upon  the  anticipated  benefits  to  eaintenance  agencies,  such  as 

anticipated  savings  in  fuel  and  ean-hours.  The  biggest  concern  of  the 
‘opposed*  group  nas  that  there  eight  not  be  enough  of  a  requireeent  for 
dranor  reeoval  and  replaceeent  to  justify  iapleaentation.  Other  coeeents 
airrored  the  concerns  of  eissile  operations  officers  though  in  loner 
percentages.  It  could  be  suggested  that  this  difference  nas  due  to  a 
greater  breadth  of  experience  aeong  those  officers  nho  had  operations 
experience. 

Hypothesis  3.  This  hypothesis  and  its  associated 
sub-hypotheses  aeasured  the  attitudes  of  enlisted  respondents  tonard  the 
concept.  The  eain  hypothesis  Has  that  a  eajority  of  those  personnel 
Hould  favor  iapleaentation.  This  Has  supported  by  survey  data)  approval 
percentages  varied  froe  54X  to  96X  depending  on  the  question. 

Sub-hypothesis  SA  found  strong  support  for  iapleaentation  aeong  31A7X 
AF9C  7-level  supervisors.  This  Has  the  group  directly  responsible  for 


renoval  and  replacement  of  LCC  equipnent  draners  and  for  tht  rtpalr  of 
those  draners  at  tho  bast.  On*  of  thoao  individuals  btlitvsd  tschnicians 


would  bo  ablo  to  ropair  draners  at  a  fastor  rato  if  thoy  did  not  havo  to 
spend  tint  driving  out  in  tho  sissilo  field  to  get  the  draners.  Fron  65X 
to  93X  of  this  group  favored  inplenentation  of  the  concept,  depending  on 
the  question. 

Sub-hypothesis  SB  found  greater  than  predicted  support  for 
inplenentation  anong  44S70  AF8C  7-level  supervisors.  This  group  mss 
responsible  for  heavy  repairs  in  the  LCC.  The  prediction  mss  that  this 
group  Mould  bn  relatively  indifferent  touards  inplenentation  since  the 
concept  did  not  call  for  HCCHs  to  perforn  heavy,  involved  LCC 
naintenance.  It  could  be  that  sone  44570  AFSC  respondents  perceived 
inplenentation  as  being  of  sone  ninor  benefit  to  their  career  field.  For 
nxanpln,  HCCMs  could  be  authorised  to  tighten  or  replace  loose  or 
nissing  scrtMS  on  LCC  equipnent,  floor  plates,  etc.  Nornally,  44570  AFSC 
personnel  perforned  this  type  of  LCC  naintenance  as  part  of  the  biannual 
preventive  naintenance  inspections  (Pflls). 

Sub-hypothesis  5C  neasured  the  attitudes  of  9-level  senior  enlisted 
supervisors.  Survey  data  denonstrated  these  individuals  favored 
inplenentation  to  a  greater  degree  than  the  44570  AFSC  supervisors  but 
not  as  such  as  3167X  AFSC  supervisors.  The  9-level  attitude  appeared  to 
be  an  averaging  out  of  the  attitudes  of  the  other  tno  enlisted  groups. 
Many  of  the  senior  supervisors  had  held  either  3167X  or  44570  AFSCs  in 
the  past.  Therefore,  a  possible  explanation  for  the  percentage  results 
of  this  group  could  be  that  past  job  experience  (former  AFSC)  and  the 
nature  of  the  individual's  present  mork  counted  for  more  than  present 


AFSC.  If  this  wars  true,  than  thara  was  no  "9-leval  attitude"  aa  such. 
Rather,  thaaa  individual*  hald  tha  viewpoints  of  tha  group*  froa  which 
thay  had  coaa. 

To  lua  up  anlistad  altituda*,  it  appaarad  that  parionnal  holding 
31AXX  AFSC*,  both  7-  and  9-l*vel,  favored  tha  concapt  to  a  larga  dagraa 
bacausa  thay  parcaivad  iaplaaantation  as  baing  of  graat  posiibla  banafit 
to  that  in  thair  work.  Parionnal  holding  44970  AF8Cs,  both  7-  and  9- 
lavals,  favorad  tha  idaa  only  slightly,  possibly  bacausa  thay  parcaivad 
iaplaaantation  as  having  only  a  slight  banafit  to  thaa  in  thair  work. 

Though  not  part  of  a  hypothasis,  tha  Ouastion  *63  coaaants  of 
anlistad  raspondants  war*  tracked.  Tha  favorable  coaaants  of  all  thru 
anlistad  groups  paralleled  tha  coaaants  of  aissila  aaintenance  officer*. 

This  aaant  that  both  coaaissionad  and  anlistad  aissila  aaintenance 

0 

personnel  anticipated  siailar  banafits  froa  iaplaaantation.  These  aainly 
ware  focused  on  saving  aaintananc*  fuel  and  aan-hours  and  to  a  lassar 
extant  on  ainiaizing  LCC  downtiae.  Enlisted  'opposed"  coaaants  varied  in 
frequency  froa  group  to  group.  Nina  levels  faarad  friction  between 
operations  and  aaintenance  aqenciesi  especially  if  soaathing  "want 
wrong*  during  tha  raaoval  and  raplaceaant  of  a  drawer.  These  9-level 
raspondants  ware  concerned  about  tha  assignaent  of  blaa*  and 
"finger-pointing"  as  a  source  of  friction.  The  only  other  frequent 
coaaent  aada  by  this  group  was  that  thara  eight  not  b*  enough  of  a 
requiraaant  for  drawer  raaoval  and  raplaceaant  actions  to  justify 
iaplaaantation.  This  coaaent  was  also  aada  with  aoaa  frequency  by  tha 
saall  group  of  opposed  3167X  AFSCs  (9  individuals),  but  not  by  opposed 
44570  AFSCs  <10  individuals).  Both  3167X  AFSCs  and  44570  AFSCs  who  war* 
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opposed  were  concvrntd  that  MCCMs  Mould  lack  th»  ability  to  perform 
aaintcnanca  tasks.  Sosa  raspondants  pointad  out  that  MCCMs  wara  not 
salactad  for  aaintananca  aptituda  and  Mara  not  trainad  in 
troubleshooting  techniques.  Ail  of  these  coaments  appeared  to  address 
valid  issues  Mhich  Mould  have  to  be  faced  during  any  iaplesentation 
attaapt. 

Hypothesis  6.  This  hypothesis  mss  designed  to  Measure  the 
prevalence  of  one  specific  viempoint  aaong  all  respondents.  The 
vieNpoint  Measured  mss  a  belief  that  HCCMs  could  perfore  the  ease  level 
of  "quality  Maintenance"  on  a  drauer  reaoval  and  replaceaent  as  a 
regular  Maintenance  teaa  could.  Although  the  hypothesis  itself  mss  not 
supported,  there  mss  strong  evidence  for  a  Midespread  belief  that  HCCIIs 
could  perfore  "quality  Maintenance."  The  44570  AFSCs  Mere,  as  a  group, 
uncertain  about  the  quality  of  MCCN-perf oreed  Maintenance  and  a  Majority 
of  MCCMs  Mere  opposed  to  iMplseentation  of  the  concept.  Other  groups  had 
sore  confidence  in  MCCM's  ability  to  do  Maintenance.  This  support  and 
confidence  reached  the  highest  percentage  Mhen  respondents  believed  that 
NCCHs  Mould  be  trained  in  Maintenance,  Mould  be  authorized  to  do 
Maintenance,  and  that  MCCM  Maintenance  Mould  be  inspected  by  qualified 
Maintenance  inspectors. 

Personnel  Concerns.  Operations  personnel  Mere  sore  concerned 
about  the  over-burdening  of  training  and  evaluation  agencies  during 
iMplesentation  than  Mere  Maintenance  personnel.  This  nay  have  been 
because  all  groups  of  respondents  perceived  DOT!  and  DOV  as  doing  the 
bulk  of  any  necessary  training  and  evaluations.  This  seemed  to  be  a 
valid  concern.  Any  implementation  attempt  Mould  have  to  be  carefully 


planned  to  avoid  any  poaiibla  overloading  of  Ming  training  and 
•valuation  functions. 


Did  KCCHs  Hav  Tiae  to  do  Haintenance?.  The  attitudes  of  all 
respondents  sere  also  aeasured  concerning  tht  idsa  that  KCCHs  Mould  not 
have  th»  tint  to  perfora  LCC  Maintenance.  Vary  fan  aaintananca  parsonnal 
agraad  Mith  this  idea,  Mhathar  thay  Mara  coaaissionad  or  anlistad.  Kora 
operations  parsonnal  than  aaintananca  parsonnal  agraad  Mith  tha 
statement,  but  HCCNs  assigned  to  90TI  or  90V  Mara  tha  only  group  in 
Mhich  a  aajority  agraad  Mith  tha  idea.  Thera  uas  soaa  possible  evidence 
of  parochialisa.  KCCHs  Mho  opposad  tha  concept  often  consented  in 
Question  *63  responses  that  people  Mho  had  not  "pul lad  alerts*  recently 
had  no  conception  of  tha  size  of  tha  present  HCCH  Morkload.  Soaa  of  tha 
operations  staff  and  senior  staff  respondents  also  baliavad  that  tha 
alert  Markload  had  increased  in  recent  years.  At  the  other  end  of  the 
spectrua,  a  fee  aissile  aaintananca  personnel  coaaented  that  it  mss  Nell 
knoan  that  KCCHs  did  little  or  nothing  Nhile  on  alert  in  the  LCC.  8ince 
individuals  Mho  felt  this  May  Mould  be  involved  in  iapleaentation 
atteapts,  it  could  be  suggested  that  soae  type  of  educational  effort 
designed  to  shon  operations  and  aaintananca  personnel  *hoM  the  other 
half  lives*  eight  be  included  as  part  of  the  iapleaentation  process.  For 
exaaple,  KCCHs  eight  be  required  to  accoapany  a  aaintananca  teaa  out  to 
the  aissile  field  on  a  periodic  basis.  Haintenance  personnel  night  be 
required  to  sit  in  on  an  unclassified  HCCH  training  day. 

Attitudes  Concerning  Training,  Inspection,  and  Evaluation. 

The  attitudes,  ideas,  and  suggestions  of  respondents  concerning  the 
training,  inspection,  and  evaluation  of  HCCH-perforaed  LCC  aaintananca 


were  tracked.  Concerning  training,  a  large  Majority  (SIX)  of  NCCNs 
thought  that  they  thould  be  given  handt-on  training  tieilar  to  that 
received  by  Maintenance  technician*  (Question  #43).  A  large  Majority  of 
all  survey  respondent*  (SOX)  felt  that  all  NCCNs  should  be  trained  in 
all  Maintenance  tasks  that  Mould  be  assigned  to  NCCNs.  A  seall  number 
believed  that  only  selected  NCCNs  should  be  trained  in  Maintenance. 

Concerning  the  issue  of  Mho  should  train  HCCHs  in  Maintenance, 
opinions  Mere  Midely  distributed.  The  Most  popular  choices  involved 
various  coabinations  of  D0T1  and  TTB  personnel.  Coaeents  deaonstrated 
that  one  suggested  Method  of  giving  DOTI  the  prioary  responsibility 
Mould  be  to  have  TTB  instructors  train  the  DOTI  NCCNs.  The  DOTI  NCCNs 
Mould  then  train  other  NCCNs.  This  uas  the  aost  popular  specific 
suggestion  given  for  setting  up  a  training  prograa.  Several  respondents, 
froa  all  groups,  sau  no  reason  to  give  NCCNs  extra  Maintenance  training. 
These  respondents  felt  that  since  NCCNs  Mere  already  trained  in  the 
reaoval  andson  to  give  NCCNs  extra  Maintenance  training.  These 
respondents  felt  that  since  NCCNs  Mere  already  trained  in  the  removal 
and  replacement  of  certain  LCC  equipment  drawers,  all  that  would  be 
necessary  would  be  to  provide  the  NCCNs  with  tools  and  technical  data. 
At  the  other  end  of  the  spectrum  two  missile  maintenance  officers,  both 
former  NCCNs,  commented  that  they  had  had  bad  experiences  at  Job  Control 
while  directing  NCCNs  in  drawer  reaoval  and  replacement.  One  of  these 
officers  Mas  the  author  of  an  ACSC  report  reviewed  in  Chapter  I.  He 
complained  that  his  technicians  had  spent  several  hours  instructing  a 
NCC  over  the  phone  in  how  to  remove  and  replace  a  drawer.  The  crew  in 
question  had  received  annual  DOTI  training  in  the  removal  and 


replaceeent  of  that  vary  drawer.  The  officer  coeeented  that  euch 
incidents  could  serve  to  convince  a  person  that  eaintenance  by  HCCHs 
could  be  eo re  trouble  than  it  Mas  Morth. 

The  issue  of  Mho  should  inspect  HCCH  Maintenance  Mas  one  that  dree 
eany  varied  responses.  The  aost  popular  anseer  Mas  that  no  inspection 
mss  required  if  the  equipaent  Morked  properly  after  installation. 
Respondents  stated  that  Maintenance  perforeed  by  HCCHs  should  not  be 
inspected  any  differently  or  Mith  any  aore  frequency  than  Maintenance 
perforaed  by  Maintenance  teaas.  One  group  of  respondents  (29Z)  wanted 
HCCH  Maintenance  to  be  inspected  by  qualified  Maintenance  personnel  or 
by  QCItE  personnel.  The  only  other  ansMer  given  Mith  any  frequency  (8X) 
Mas  that  the  relieving  HCC  and/or  the  Flight  Coaaander  should  inspect 
the  Maintenance.  These  responses  revealed  the  existence  of  a  large  body 
of  opinion  to  the  effect  that  ail  Maintenance  should  be  treated 
siailarly  regardless  of  uho  had  perforaed  the  Maintenance.  This  policy 
Mould  cause  the  oiniaua  aaount  of  disturbance  and  increased  Morkload  for 
the  established  Maintenance  inspection  agency,  QCItE,  during  any 
inpleeentation  of  the  concept.  HCCHs  Mere  already  required  to  inspect 
all  ICC  equipaent  Mhen  they  began  an  alert.  Therefore,  the  inspection  of 
a  neely  installed  drawer  Mould  not  increase  the  regular  HCCH  Morkload. 

The  question  of  Mho  should  evaluate  HCCHs  perforaing  Maintenance 
tasks  mss  controversial ,  especially  aaong  HCCHs.  The  opposition  of  Most 
HCCHs  to  the  idea  of  More  evaluations  has  already  been  noted.  About  1/2 
of  respondents  anseered  that  HCCHs  should  be  evaluated  by  DQV  evaluators 
Mith  or  without  QCbE  personnel  present.  About  33X  believed  that  QCItE 
should  evaluate,  with  or  without  DOV  personnel  present.  A  saall  group 


iam  no  naion  for  any  evaluation  and  thought  that  increaiad  evaluation* 
Mould  add  unnecenary  Mork  to  the  iapleeentation  process  ae  Mill  as 
alienating  HCCHs. 

The  evaluation  inue  Mill  have  to  be  dealt  eith  during  any 

iapleeentation  atteapt.  Questions  to  be  ansMered  include  the  follOMingi 
'Should  HCCHs  be  evaluated  or  aaintenance  tasks?"  "If  so,  then  Mho 
should  do  the  evaluation?"  "If  QCttE  enlisted  personnel  evaluated 
coaaissioned  HCCHs,  Mho  Mould  resolve  conflicts?"  "Mould  these 
aaintenance  evaluations  have  the  saae  Height  as  regular  DOV 

Standardisation  Evaluations,  Mith  the  saae  perceived  daaage  to  careers 
that  could  result  froa  a  failed  evaluation?" 

Brand  Forks  Responses.  Survey  data  provided  no  hard  evidence 
to  support  the  idea  that  HCCHs  assigned  to  the  321  SHM  at  6rand  Forks 

AFB  Mere  either  "for"  or  "against"  the  concept  to  any  greater  degree 

than  other  HCCHs.  These  findings  should  discount  any  idea  that  Brand 
Forks  HCCHs'  exposure  to  the  early  Project  Teaaaork  planning  Mould 
prejudice  thea  either  for  or  against  iapleaentation.  Thus,  the  presence 
of  these  individuals  in  the  survey  saaple  should  not  skeu  the  data  in 
on*  direction  or  the  other. 

Mould  Iapleaentation  Save  Resources?  Mon-HCCH  Response*.  The 
opinions  of  non-HCCH  respondents  Mere  solicited  concerning  the  idea  that 
iapleaentation  Mould  save  aaintenance  resources.  The  specific  questions 
and  percentages  agreeing  Mith  thea  Mere  detailed  in  Chapter  III.  The 
findings  acre  that  Majorities  of  all  non-HCCR  groups  believed  that 
iapleaentation  of  the  concept  could  save  aaintenance  resources. 


Questions  #47-158.  The  data  froa  Questions  147-158  revealed 


hoM  NCCMt  spent  their  tiaa  on  alart.  This  data  could  ba  of  intaraat  to 
future  research  at  wall  at  being  ralavant  to  thit  rataarch.  Savaral 
quattiont  in  thit  tariat  wart  particularly  ralavant  to  tha  concapt  of 
MCCMt  perforaing  LCC  aaintananca.  Ona  tuch  quattion  was  157,  which  wat 
datignad  to  ditcovar  how  auch  fraa  tiaa  MCCNt  had  on  a  typical  alart. 

8urvay  ratulti  thowad  that  only  12%  of  MCCNt  had  no  fraa  tiaa  on  thair 
latt  alart.  Fifty  parcant  had  at  laatt  two  houra  of  fraa  tiaa.  Ratulta 
for  quattion  149  thowad  that  85%  of  NCCMt  tptnt  four  hourt  or  latt 
procatting  aattaget,  including  C3  AFSATCOM  traffic.  However,  thit 
traffic  wat  uaually  diatributad  fairly  avanly  ovar  tha  24  hour  alart. 
Thata  ratulta  thow  two  thingit  (1)  thara  wat  aoaa  fraa  tiaa  available 
during  which  MCCNt  could  hava  parforaad  ainor  aaintananca  if  they  had 

had  to,  and  (2)  whila  aataaga  traffic  wat  undoubtedly  annoying  to  MCCMt 

and  aay  '  hava  baan  a  haavy  burdan  on  toaa  alarti,  tuch  traffic  doat  not 

uaually  "fill  up*  an  alart.  In  racognition  of  tha  nany  MCCMt  who  wrota 
that  thay  fait  over-burdened  by  aattaga  traffic,  rataarch  thould  ba  dona 
in  this  area.  Such  rataarch  could  aattla  tha  ittua  of  whathar  or  not 
aatsaga  traffic  wat  excessive. 

Maintenanca  Historical  Data.  Tha  analysis  of  this  data 
showad  wida  diffarancas  in  tha  avaraga  yaarly  nuabar  of  MCCM-parf oraabl e 
Maintenance  actions  froa  base  to  bate.  Tha  321  SMN  at  Grand  Forks  AFB 
had  by  far  tha  largatt  avaraqa  yaarly  nuabar  of  aaintananca  actions, 
385.  Tha  next  largest  avaraga  nuabar  was  at  tha  341  SMW  at  Malastroa 
AFB,  261.  Since  the  341  SMW  had  four  SMS  squadrons,  it  had  20  ICCs 
coapared  to  tha  IS  LCCt  at  tha  321  SMH.  This  aakas  tha  321  SMM's  number 
of  aaintananca  actions  parforaad  all  tha  aore  iaprestive. 


Based  upon  this  data,  the  321  8HM  had  tha  greatest  incantiva  to 

iaplaaant  a  prograa  of  MCCMs  oerforaing  LCC  removal  and  replaceaent 

actiona.  Tha  44SMW  at  Ellsworth  AFB  had  tha  laatt  incantiva.  Tha  44  SMW 

had  tha  saae  nuabar  of  LCCa,  15,  at  tha  321  SMWj  yat  tha  321  8HM  had 

naarly  450X  aora  aaintananca  actions  (385  to  86).  Most  of  this 

diffaranca  was  probably  due  to  tha  fact  that  321  SMW  LCCs  had  tha 

greatest  relative  nuabar  of  coaponants  that  could  ba  rapaired  by  tha 

raaoval  and  replaceaent  of  drawers.  The  44  SMN  LCCs  had  the  saallest 

relative  nuaber  of  these  coaponents.  What  this  aeant  in  practical  teras 

eas  that  equipaent  configuration  differences  between  LCCs  at  different 

wings  resulted  in  a  varying  need  for  MCCMs  to  serve  as  aaintenanca 

extenders.  This  aaant  that  any  force-wide  iapleaentatlon  of  this  concept 

would  have  varying  efficacy  and  relevance.  Mhile  the  321  and  341  SMMs 

% 

aight  derive  great  benefit  froa  such  laplaaantation,  the  saaa 
iapleaentation  at  the  448MH  aight  be  relatively* less  beneficial. 


V.  Conelmiont  and  Recoeeendati ons 


Conclusion* 


1.  There  is  a  real  need  to  implement  th*  concspt  of  NCCMs 
performing  ICC  maintenance.  Th*  d*gr*e  of  this  n**d,  which  varied  at 
different  Minuteman  wings,  was  discussed  in  the  last  section  of  Chapter 
IV. 

2.  There  were  two  bodies  of  opinion  aeong  MCCMs  concerning  th* 
idea.  The  eajority  group,  fro*  50-60X  in  size,  was  opposed  to  the  idea 
of  NCCMs  performing  LCC  eaintenance  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  The 
einority  group  was  in  favor  of  the  idea  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  There 
was  evidence  that  as  NCCMs  accumulated  sore  tine  on  crew,  they  would 
have  a  greater  tendency  to  favor  th*  idea.  Th*  sain  reasons  for  NCCM 
opposition  to  th*  concept  werei 

*  Concern  about  being  evaluated  by  DOV  or  by  higher  headquarters  on 
eaintenance  tasks. 

-  Concern  that  NCCMs  would  be  tasked  with  an  ever-increasing  nunber  of 
eaintenance  duties  and  would  therefore  lose  their  professional  identity 
as  operations  personnel.  NCCMs  often  had  a  great  deal  of  pride  in  their 
profession  and  some  felt  threatened  by  this  proposal.  Associated  with 
this  fear  was  the  belief  that  operations  and  eaintenance  duties  should 
not  be  nixed. 

-  Concern  that  if  th*  concept  were  iepleeented  then  NCCMs  would  be 
overloaded  with  increased  training  requirements,  an  increased  nunber  of 
tasks  to  be  accomplished  on  alert,  an  increase  in  tine  spent  on  alert, 
and  liability  for  any  damaged  equipment. 

-  Concern  that  if  th*  concept  were  iepleeented  then  MCCMs  would  work  for 
two  masters  -  the  DO  and  the  maintenance  agencies. 

3.  Operations  staff  (1835  AFSC)  and  operations  senior  staff  (181b 
AFSC)  personnel  were  less  opposed  to  the  concept  than  were  MCCMs.  Th* 
same  two  bodies  of  opinion,  in  roughly  siailar  proportions,  were  found 


•song  thi«  group  of  officers.  Th*y  alto  had  roughly  tho  aaao  concorna 
about  and  auggoationa  for  iaplaaantation. 

4.  Maintenance  paraonnal ,  both  officar  and  anliatad,  ganarally 
aupportad  tha  concapt  of  MCCMs  parfaraing  LCC  aaintananea.  Tha  prlaary 
raaaon  for  thia  aupport  mss  tha  eidespread  baliaf  that  iaplaaantation 
Mould  ba  of  direct,  tangibla  banafit  to  aaintananea  paraonnal.  Tha 
principal  pareaivad  banafit  mob  that  iaplaaantation  of  tha  concapt  Mould 
aava  aaintananea  resources,  both  aanpoaor  and  fual. 

5.  Alaoat  nona  of  tha  raapondanta  Mara  concarnad  about  tha  aafaty 
raaif icationi  of  iaplaaantation  to  any  graat  degree,  Mith  tha  axcaption 
of  parsonnal  assigned  to  tha  Ming  Safaty  Office.  Evan  theta  respondent! 
aae  no  graat  problaa  Mith  safety,  at  long  as  MCCMs  Mara  properly  trained 
in  tha  aaintananea  procures.  Safaty  considarationa  Mould  have  to  ba  a 
factor  during  any  iaplaaantation  effort. 

6.  Concerning  past  literature  on  this  and  related  subjectai 

-  The  observations  aade  by  Allgaier  (1)  concerning  MCCMs'  sensitivities 
about  controlling  their  LCCs  Mhile  on  alert  Mere  still  relevant!  MCCMs 
had  the  saaa  concern  about  this  issue  in  19B4  that  MCCMs  had  had  at  tha 
tiae  of  Allgaier's  study  in  1979. 

-  Tha  observations  aada  by  Chenzoff,  at  al.  (2)  in  1983,  especially 
those  concerning  perceptions  by  Minuteean  aaintananea  parsonnal  that 
they  Mare  underaanned  and  overeorked,  Mare  reflected  in  tha  survey 
responses.  This  mss  at  least  partly  responsible  for  tha  Midespread 
approval  of  tha  concapt  by  aaintananea  parsonnal. 

-  Observations  aada  in  other  studies  Mere  not  as  relevant,  host  MCCMs 
rejected  tha  recoaaendations  of  Christie  (3),  Kuenning  and  Mattson  ( 6 ) 
and  Paolucci  (7)  that  MCCMs  Mould  ba  tore  fulfilled  in  their  jobs  if 
they  Mere  given  added  duties  and  responsibilities. 


7.  Iaplaaantation  Mould  save  Maintenance  resources.  Hoh  much  of 
Mhat  kind  of  resources  Mould  be  saved  Mould  vary  froa  Ming  to  Ming,  year 
to  year,  and  Mould  often  vary  <on  a  daily  basis)  Mith  the  distance  from 


tha  bin  to  a  particular  LCC.  Iapltaantation  Mould  also  halp  to  brtak 
doNii  th«  Malls  of  parochialisa  that  stsaad  to  divida  aaintsnanca  and 
oporations  functions  (at  laast  at  tha  lOMar  lavals)  in  Hinutaaan  Mings. 

8.  Host  oparations  and  aaintananca  parsonnal  fait  that  HCCHs  could 
ba  trainad  to  parfora  aaintananca  and  Mara  capabla  of  parforaing 
aaintananca.  Evan  HCCHs  Mho  Mara  opposad  to  iaplaaantation  of  tha 
eoncapt  ganarally  sharad  this  baliaf. 

9.  Hany  raspondants  to  tha  survay,  both  HCCHs  and  non-HCCHs,  aada 
tha  saaa  spacific  coaaants  for  and  against  iaplaaantation.  Thasa 
coaaants  raprasantad  lagitiaata  bodias  of  opinion  that  should  ba 
racognizad.  Tha  parsonnal  at  tha  Hinutaaan  Mings  Mara  tha  closast  to  tha 
action  and  tharafora  should  ba  listanad  to,  Mhathar  or  not  thair 
suggastions  Mara  actually  to  ba  adoptad. 

Racoaaandations 

Tha  priaary  racoaaandation  is  that  sinca  tha  concapt  has  aarit  it 
should  ba  iaplaaantad.  Tha  racoaaandations  balOM  Mara  focusad  upon  tha 
basic  issuas  that  Mould  ba  involvad  in  any  iaplaaantation. 

Training.  HCCHs  could  racaiva  initial  draaar  raaoval  and 
raplacaaant  training  during  Initial  Qualification  Training  at  Vandanbarg 
AFB.  Racurring  pariodic  training  for  HCCHs  at  tha  Hinutaaan  Mings  could 
ba  accoaplishad  by  incraasing  tha  fraquancy  of  axisting  draaar  raaoval 
and  raplacaaant  training.  DOTI  parsonnal  Mould  hava  to  adapt  thair  cycla 
of  axisting  Maapon  systaa  training  topics  to  aaka  tha  nacassary  rooa  for 
aora  fraquant  drawar  raaoval  and  raplacaaant  training.  Initially,  this 
training  should  bo  givan  on  a  quartarly  basis.  If  axparianca  at  a  Ming 
Mara  to  prova  tha  training  should  ba  givan  aora  or  lass  fraquantly  than 


one*  per  quarter  then  that  Ming's  DOT  I  Mould  ba  abla  to  adapt  thoir 
training  achodulo  accordingly. 

Tha  DOTI  Instructor  HCCHs  Mould  racaiva  initial  training  froa  TTB 
Instructors.  DOTI  Instructors  could  than  train  all  othar  HCCHs.  If  DOV 
Evaluators  Mara  to  ba  taskad  Mith  tha  avaluation  of  LCC  aaintananca  than 
QCIcE  Evaluators  could  train  tha  Initial  DOV  cad  ra  in  avaluation 
tachniquas.  All  HCCs  Mould  racaiva  tha  training.  Tha  astablishsant  of 
spacial  aaintananca-trainad  HCCs  Mould  placa  an  unraasonabla  burdan  on 
tha  DOTS  alart  schtduling  function.  This  Mould  ba  bacausa  DOTS  Mould 
hava  to  satch  aaintananca  HCCs  Mith  salfunctioning  LCCs.  For  this  to  ba 
succassful,  DOTS  Schadulars  Mould  hava  to  abla  to  pradict  (at  laast 
savaral  days  in  advanca)  shich  LCCs  Mould  hava  Nhat  aquipaant 
aalfunctions. 

Evaluations.  Sines  aaintananca  mss  not  part  of  HCCHs' 
priaary  dutias,  HCCHs  should  only  ba  avaluatad  by  "talking  through"  tha 
appropriata  aaintananca  procadura  in  tha  applicabla  tachnical  data  or 
chacklist.  Host  HPT  aquipaant  rack  drasers  Mara  aara  aockups  of  tha 
actual  LCC  drasers  and  tharafora  Mould  ba  usalass  for  raaoval  and 
raplacaaant  parforaanca  avaluations.  Sinea  tha  locations  and  typas  of 
LCC  aquipaant  aalfunctions  could  not  ba  pradictad  in  advanca,  it  Mould 
ba  iapractical  to  expect  DOV  Evaluators  to  schadula  LCC  drasar  raaoval 
and  raplacaaants  for  purposas  of  avaluations.  It  Mould  also  be 
iapractical  to  axpact  an  HCC  being  avaluatad  in  tha  LCC  to  disable 
Morking  LCC  electronic  aquipaant  solely  for  tha  purposas  of  an 
avaluation. 

Inspections.  Inspections  of  HCCM-perf oraod  LCC  aaintananca 


should  only  bs  perforeed  to  th«  sans  extent  and  with  th*  taut  frequency 
that  any  othsr  aissilt  field  aaintsnancs  Mould  bo  inspoctod.  QCfcE 
porsonnol  only  inspoctod  a  saoplo  percentage  of  all  oaintonanco.  It 
Mould  bo  an  unroasonablo  uso  of  SCfcE  or  DQV  porsonnol  to  expect  thoo  to 
inspect  all  instances  of  MCCM-perforeed  LCC  oaintonanco.  The  best  Method 
of  inspection  eight  bo  to  sake  Flight  Coeeandors  <and/or  selected  DQV 
Evaluators)  Certified  Maintenance  Inspectors.  Then  the  Flight  Coooanders 
Mould  be  authorised  to  inspect  MCCMs *  Maintenance  and  OCtrE  Mould  not 
have  to  be  involved. 

Pre-positioning  of  Parts.  Pre-positioning  of  replaceoent 
drawers  at  LCFs  or  LCCs  Mould  be  iapractical  without  greatly  increasing 
the  nuober  of  available  drawers  at  each  Ming.  Any  available  replaceMent 
drawers  should  be  kept  at  Materiel  Control,  as  is  nornal  practice. 

Maintenance  Technical  Data.  To  save  duplication  of  existing 
resources,  the  existing  Maintenance  technical  data  and  checklists  should 
be  used  by  MCCNs.  This  docuaentation  could  be  kept  either  by  DOV  or  by 
DQ9  since  both  of  those  agencies  already  had  custody  of  other  technical 


data. 

Tools.  The  principal  tools  necessary  for  Minor  LCC 

Maintenance  Mould  be  the  smmII  hand  tools  already  stored  at  LCCs. 

Seals.  Soms  drawers  contained  sensitive  or  classified 

coMponents.  These  drawers  had  seals  attached  to  their  edges  to  provide 
evidence  of  taepering.  The  seals  and  seal  installation  kits  were  kept  by 
Codes  Division  <DQ9).  There  would  be  no  reason  to  change  this  if  the 
concept  were  ieplemented. 


One  Possible  Scenario.  The  MCC  on  alert  at  an  LCC  reports  an 


equipment  fault  to  Ming  Job  Control.  Job  Control  and  tha  applicable 
aaintananca  «hop  ditarain*  tha  fault  can  ba  repaired  by  raaoving  and 
replacing  a  drawer.  This  inforaation  would  ba  forwarded  to  DOTS,  DOV, 
Codae  Diviaion,  and  Material  Control.  DOTS  Schedulers  would  inf  ora  tha 
NCC  scheduled  to  relieve  the  present  MCC  that  they  would  be  transporting 

a  drawer  to  the  LCC  when  they  go  out  for  their  alert  tour.  DOV  would 

insure  the  availability  of  the  proper  technical  data.  Codes  Division 
would  insure  the  availability  of  seals,  if  applicable.  Materiel  Control 
would  insure  that  a  replaceaent  drawer  was  indeed  available  for 
transportation. 

In  the  eorning,  after  their  usual  briefings,  the  relief  MCC  would 
go  to  DOV  and  get  the  technical  data.  They  would  then  go  to  Codes 
Division,  if  applicable,  to  obtain  seals  and  a  seal  kit.  They  would  then 

go  to  Materiel  Control  and  get  the  replaceeent  drawer.  Upon  arrival  in 

the  LCC,  the  old  NCC  and  the  new  MCC  would  work  together  tD  reeove  the 
old  drawer  and  replace  it  with  the  new  drawer.  Job  Control  and/or  the 
applicable  eaintenance  shop  would  be  in  contact  with  the  MCCMs  during 
this  ties.  Afterwards,  the  MCCMs  would  verify  that  the  equipeent  was 
working  properly  by  performing  those  sections  of  their  usual  equipment 
testing  that  affected  the  drawer.  If  the  problem  was  fixed,  the  "old" 
MCC  would  bring  the  removed  drawer  back  with  them  to  the  base,  turn  it 
in  to  Materiel  Control,  and  return  the  technical  data  to  DOV. 

Further  Recommendations.  Any  implementation  attempt  should 
try  to  minimize  disturbance  of  the  existing  wing  training  and  evaluation 
functions  to  avoid  overloading  MCCMs  with  extra  training  and  to  avoid 
overloading  the  DOTI/TTB  and  DOV/QCIE  functions. 


With  tha  axcaption  that  Mould  hava  to  aada  for  faaala  officar 
accaaalona  (bacauaa  Noaan  Mara  not  assignad  to  Minutaaan  MCCs),  all  naa 
Hissila  Naintananca  Officers  should  coaa  froa  tha  pool  of  thoaa  HCCHs 
Mho  had  coaplatad  their  36  aontha  to  48  aontha  tour  of  duty.  Thla  Mould 
aaan  that  all  naa  Miaaila  Naintananca  officara  Mould  hava  had  pravloua 
axparianca  in  tha  Ninutaaan  uaapon  ayataa  and  that  HCCHa  Mould  hava 
iaprovad  opportunitiaa  to  raaain  in  tha  ICBH  caraar  araa.  Further, 
iaplaaantation  Mould  give  HCCHa  Mho  bacaaa  Hiaaila  Naintananca  Officara 
a  prior  knoMladga  of  aaintananca  procedure*,  including  a  closar  look  at 
tha  functions  of  aaintananca  agancias  lika  Job  Control,  Quality  Control, 
and  Hatarial  Control. 

Aa  aavaral  raapondants  earned,  tha  aora  “lou-kay"  tha 
iaplaaantation  of  tha  concapt  Mas,  tha  battar  its  chancaa  for  auccaaa. 
Any  axtra  safaty  training  thought  to  ba  daairabla  could  bo  taught  during 
IOT  and  by  OOTI  at  tha  Mings.  No  inclusion  of  aaintananca  procaduraa  in 
any  avaluation  by  DOV  or  by  hlghar  haadquartara  should  ba  paraittad, 
axcapt  for  'talking  through*  aaintananca  chacklista  Mithout  actually 
doing  tha  aaintananca.  Any  HCCH  arror  datactad  during  such  a 
'talk-through*  should  nevar  ba  aasaaaad  as  anything  but  a  ainor  arror. 
This  Mould  aaka  it  difficult  for  HCCHa  to  fail  an  Evaluation  solaly 
bocausa  of  aaintananca  arrors.  HCCH  support  for  iaplaaantation  could  ba 
graatly  incraasad  if  HCCHs  knan  that  thay  Mould  not  fail  an  Evaluation 
solaly  bacausa  of  aaintananca  procadural  arrors. 

Tha  Ming  Coaaandar,  tha  Daputy  Coaaandar  for  Naintananca  (DCH),  and 
tha  Daputy  Coaaandar  for  Oparations  (DO)  at  aach  Ming  should  Hork 
togathar  to  dataraina  pracisaly  uhich  aaintananca  procaduraa  Mould  ba 


parforaad  by  tht  MCCNs  at  that  Ming.  Tht  Ming  Coaaandar,  DCM,  and  DO 
thould  hava  final  dacision-aaking  authority  in  this  araa,  aubjaet  to 
highar  haadquartara  approval.  Thia  Mould  giva  control  of  HCCH 
aaintananca  planning  to  tha  individuala  Mho  knaM  thair  Ming  baat.  It 
Mould  alao  giva  Ming  paraonnal  a  faaling  that  thair  Ming  had  inputa  into 
tha  iaplaaantation  procaaa. 

Futura  Studies.  Futura  atudiaa  should  ba  dona  to  ansMar  tha 
folloHing  quaationa  raiaad  in  thia  studyi 

-  la  a  third  crau  atabar  naadad  on  NCCs  to  handla  incraaaaa  in  tha  NCCH 
LCC  Morkload  dua  to  C*  AFSATCQM  aodif icationa? 

-  Mould  it  ba  practical  to  intagrata  tha  officar  1BXX  (oparations)  and 
31XX  (aaintananca)  earaar  fialds  into  ona  caraar  fiald?  Undar  this 
concept,  aissila  officars  Mould  aova  back  and  forth  batMaan  aaaignaanta 
in  tha  oparations  and  aaintananca  araaa.  Mhat  Mould  tha  banafita  ba  of 
such  a  prograa? 


Apptndix  Ai  Quastionnai  ra 


HQ  USAF  Survsy  Control  Nuabar  (SCN)  84-39 

A  proposal  is  currently  baing  studisd  that,  if  iaplaaantad,  Mould  alloM 
capsuls  criMs  to  psrfors  soss  of  ths  LCC  saintsnancs.  This  saintsnancs 
sight  includs  such  things  as  riaoving  and  rsplacing  drassrs  in  squipasnt 
racks,  rssoving  and  rsplacing  printers  and  classifitd  coaputsr  drasors, 
and  rssoving  and  rsplacing  HF  radios,  UHF  radios,  and  HF  radios.  It 
probably  Mould  NOT  includs  hsavy  PHI  itsas  such  as  battsry  inspsctions, 
and  Mould  not  includs  rtaoval  and  rsplacsasnt  of  8ACC8  or  8LFC8 
squipasnt  or  any  saintsnancs  that  involvsd  using  slsctronic  tost 
squipasnt  such  as  DVHs,  ate.  This  survsy  data  Mill  bs  convsrtsd  to 
inforaation  for  uss  in  rsssarch  of  aanagsasnt  rslatsd  problsas.  Rssults 
of  ths  rsssarch,  bassd  on  ths  data  providad,  Mill  ba  includsd  in  srittsn 
aastsr's  thssss  and  say  also  bs  includsd  in  publishad  artidss,  rsports, 
or  tsxts.  Distribution  of  ths  rssults  of  ths  rsssarch,  bassd  on  ths 
survsy  data,  Nhsthsr  in  Mrittsn  fora  or  prasantsd  orally,  Mill  bs 
unliaitsd. 

Participation  in  this  survsy  is  sntiraly  voluntary.  No  advsrss  action  of 
any  kind  nay  bs  takan  against  any  individual  Mho  slscts  not  to 
participats  in  any  or  all  of  this  survty. 

Plsass  ansMsr  ths  folloMing  qusstionsi 


1.  To  Mhat  bass  ars  you  assignsd? 

_ a)  EllSMorth, 

_ b)  FE  Narrsn, 

_ _ c)  Brand  Forks. 

_ d)  Halastroa. 

____*>  Hinot. 

____f )  Mhitsaan. 

2.  What  is  you r  duty  AFSC? 

_  a)  18XX. 

_  _b>  31XX. 

__  _c)  3167X. 

__  _d>  44370. 
a)  99601. 
f)  44599. 

__ I_g>  31699. 

____h)  Qthsr  (plsass  idsntify) 
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3.  Mbit  it  your  grtdt? 

Stiff  Strgttnt. 
Ttchnictl  Strgttnt, 
__._c)  Mttttr  Strgttnt. 

_ _ d>  Stnior  Mttttr  Strgttnt. 

____t)  Chitf  Mttttr  Strgttnt. 

_ f)  Stcond  Lituttntnt. 

_ g)  Firtt  Lituttntnt. 

_ h)  Ctpttin. 

____i >  Mtjor. 

_ _ j )  Lituttntnt  Colonti. 

_„_k)  Colonti. 

____!)  Othtr  (pltttt  idtntify) 


4.  (Tbit  qutttion  it  for  tnliittd  ptrtonntl  only.)  Mbtt  it  your  skill 
ltvtl? 

_ t)  7-ltvtl. 

_ b)  9-ltvtl. 

5.  Which  of  tht  following  bttt  dttcribtt  your  tqutdron  tssignttnt? 

_ t)  Not  tttigntd  to  t  tqutdron  -  1  work  in 

tht  DCM  coopltx. 

____b)  Not  tttigntd  to  t  tqutdron  -  1  work  in 
tht  00  cotpltx. 

____c)  I  t*  tttigntd  to  t  ttinttntnct  tqutdron 
<FMMS  or  OHMS). 

. _ d)  1  tt  tttigntd  to  tn  SMS  tqutdron. 

_ t)  I  tt  tttigntd  to  _ _ ...... _ 

6.  If  you  work  in  tht  DCM  cotpltx  but  not  in  t  ttinttntnct  tqutdron,  to 
which  of  tht  following  trt  you  tttigntd? 

_ _ t)  I  do  not  work  in  tht  DCM  cotpltx. 

____b>  Mtinttntnct  Control  Division. 

_ c)  Mtinttntnct  Support  Division. 

____d)  Qutlity  Control  Division. 

.___t)  Trtining  Control  Division, 

„..f)  I  work  dirtctly  for  tht  DCM. 

_ g)  I  tt  tttigntd  to 

7 .  If  you  work  in  tht  DO  cotpltx  but  not  in  tn  SMS  tqutdron,  to  which  of 
tht  following  trt  you  tttigntd? 

_t)  I  do  not  work  in  tht  DO  cotpltx. 
b)  DOV. 

_ c)  DOTI . 

_ __d)  DOTM,  DOTS,  or  othtr  DOT  bttidtt  DOTI. 

.  ._•)  D09. 

f>  D022. 

_ g)  D024. 

_ h)  Strtttgic  Mittilt  Squtdron. 

_ i)  I  tt  tttigntd  to _ . 


•’■'/■A 

,*  .. 


m 


157 


9.  (Tht  naxt  3  questions  art  for  182X  duty  AFSCs  only.  All  othtr  AFSCs 
proettd  to  Ouastion  11.)  To  what  typo  of  crow  art  you  prtttntly 
astignad? 

....a)  Evaluator  (DOV)  craw. 

____b)  Instructor  (DOTI)  craw. 

_ c)  Flight  Cottandtr'a  c raw. 

____d)  Lint  craw. 

_ _ t)  I  at  attigntd  to _ _ _ _ _ 

9.  (This  qutation  is  for  182X  duty  AFSCs  only.)  Mhat  is  your  craw 
position? 

_ a)  NCCC. 

_ b)  DMCCC. 

____c)  1  an  dual-qualif itd  as  MCCC  and  DMCCC. 

_ _ _d)  Othtr  - _ _ 

10.  (This  qutstion  is  for  182X  AFSCs  only.)  Hom  nany  nonths  cunulativo 
txptritnct  do  you  havt  on  craw? 

_ _ a)  Loss  than  6  nonths. 

_ b)  6  nonths  but  loss  than  12  nonths. 

_ __c)  12  nonths  but  lass  than  24  nonths. 

_.__d)  24  nonths  but  lass  than  36  nonths. 

_ a)  36  nonths  or  nora. 


11.  Mhich  ona  of  tha  following  nost  closaly  approxinatas  your  job 
titla? 

Tana  Chinf. 

Shop  Chinf. 

Nissila  Maintananca  Tachnician. 

Branch  Chiaf  or  Assistant  Branch  Chiaf. 

NCOIC  or  ANC01C. 

QIC  or  AOIC. 

Squadron  Exacutiva  Officar. 

Squadron  Qparations  Officar. 

Squadron  Connandar. 

Flight  Connandar. 

Chiaf  of  Maintananca. 

Maintananca  Suparvisor. 

Maintananca  Suparintandant. 

00V  MCCC. 

00V  OMCCC. 

DOTI  MCCC. 

DOTI  DMCCC. 

Flight  Connandar's  Daputy. 

Lina  MCCC. 

Lina  DMCCC. 

Staff  Officar. 

Maintananca  Officar. 

My  job  titla  is  _  _  _ . 


...ji 

____v 

_ _ N 


12.  How  tiny  Month*  havt  you  boon  In  your  protont  job? 

_ i)  Laos  than  6  Month*. 

____b>  6  but  las*  than  12  Month*. 

12  but  loss  than  24  Month*. 

_ _d )  24  Months  but  loss  than  36  Months. 

_ a)  36  Month*  or  ooro. 

13.  Hom  Many  yoars  (total)  do  you  have  in  Minuteaan  aalntonancs? 

_ _a)  I  havo  novor  boon  in  Hinutooan  Maintonanea. 

_ b)  Lass  than  2  yaars. 

_ c)  2  but  lass  than  4  yaars. 

____d)  4  but  loss  than  6  ysars. 

6  but  lass  than  10  yoars. 

_ _f)  10  yoars  or  aoro. 

QUESTION  14  IS  ONLY  FOR  OFFICERS  IN  MISSILE  MAINTENANCE  (31XX). 

14.  Do  you  havo  prior  experience  in  ICBM  Oparations  (any  Moapons 
systaa)? 

_ a)  No  experience  in  Missila  Oporations. 

_ _ b)  Yosi  as  an  182X  only. 

_ c)  Yas,  as  an  183X  only. 

_ d)  Yas,  as  both  182X  and  183X. 

_ a)  Yas,  as  182X,  183X,  and  1B1X. 

____f )  Yas  (ploasa  identify) i  _ _ _ _ . 

QUESTION  IS  IS  ONLY  MISSILE  OPERATIONS  OFFICERS  (1BXX). 

15.  Do  you  havo  any  ICBM  Maintenance  oxparianca  (any  Moapons  systaa)? 

_ .a)  No  prior  axparitnca  in  ICBM  aaintananca. 

_ b)  Yas,  as  a  31XX. 

__.„c)  Yas,  anlistod  AFSC(s)  only. 

_ d)  Yas,  anlistod  AFSC(s)  and  as  a  31XX. 

_ _ a)  Yes  (please  identify)!  _ _ . 


Answering  directions  for  question  16  to  46i 

The  following  questions  should  bo  answered  by  circling  the  appropriate 
latter  "a*,  "h",  "c",  *d*,  or  "a."  Answer  "a"  aeans  you  strongly 
disagraa,  "b"  aeans  you  tend  to  disagree,  "c*  aeans  you  neither  agree 
nor  disagraa,  *d*  aeans  you  tend  to  agree,  and  "a"  aeans  you  strongly 


(a)  Strongly  disagree  with  this  atataoant. 

(b)  Ttnd  to  disagrot  with  this  statoaont. 

(c)  Noithor  agrto  nor  disagroo  with  this  statoaont. 

(d)  Tond  to  agroo  with  this  statoaont. 

(o)  Strongly  agroo  with  this  statoaont. 

16.  Onco  thoy  ooro  properly  trainod,  cron  aoabors  could  probably  perfora 
LCC  aaintonaneo  as  moII  as  aaintonanca  porsonnol  do. 

a  b  c  d  o 

17.  Capsulo  crows  should  not  bo  tasked  with  aaintonaneo.  Operations  and 
aaintonaneo  should  not  bo  aixed. 

a  b  c  d  o 

IS.  1  would  fool  bettor  about  the  idea  of  capsulo  crows  psrforaing  LCC 
aaintonaneo  if  I  know  that  aaintonaneo  or  QC  porsonnol  would  inspect  the 
finished  work. 

a  b  c  d  o 

19.  Mork  done  by  a  aaintonanco-quallfiod  capsulo  crow  would  not  have  to 
bo  inspected  any  aoro  often  than  work  done  by  anybody  else. 

a  b  c  d  o 

20.  The  quality  of  aaintonaneo  porforaod  by  a  capsulo  crow  would 
probably  NOT  bo  as  good  as  the  quality  of  the  aaintonaneo  porforaod  by 
aaintonaneo  porsonnol. 

a  b  c  d  o 

21.  Capsulo  crows  aight  help  to  docroaso  the  aaintonaneo  workload  if 
thoy  wore  tasked  with  porforaing  soao  typos  of  LCC  aaintonaneo. 

a  b  c  d  o 

22.  The  whole  idea  of  capsulo  crows  porforaing  any  aaintonaneo  is  aoro 

trouble  than  it  is  worth. 

a  b  c  d  e 

23.  Capsulo  crows  could  help  decrease  LCC  oquipaont  downtiae  if  they 
wore  authorized  to  roaovo  and  replace  certain  oquipaont  drawers  in  the 
LCC. 

a  b  c  d  o 

THE  F0LLQNIN6  QUESTION  (24)  IS  FOR  TTB  (aaintonaneo)  AND  DOTI 
(operations)  PERSONNEL  ONLY. 

24.  The  training  of  capsulo  crows  in  aaintonaneo  tasks  would  probably 
iaposo  a  greater  workload  on  ay  work  center. 


(a)  Strongly  diaagraa  with  this  atataaant. 

<b)  Tend  to  diaagraa  with  this  atatiaont. 

(c)  Noithar  agraa  nor  ditagraa  with  this  atataaant. 

(d)  Tand  to  agraa  with  thia  atataaant. 

(a)  Strongly  agraa  with  thia  atataaant. 

THE  FOLLONINB  QUESTION  <2S)  IS  FOR  QCScE  (aaintananca)  AND  DOV 
(oparationa)  PERSONNEL  ONLY. 

29.  Tha  inapaction  and  avaluation  of  capaula  erawa  who  parforaad  LCC 
aaintananca  taaka  would  probably  iapoaa  a  graatar  workload  on  ay  work 
cantor. 

a  b  c  d  a 

26.  Tha  training  of  capaula  crawa  who  parforaad  LCC  aaintananca  could 
iapoaa  a  burdan  on  wing  training  functiona  that  would  ba  all  out  of 
proportion  to  any  poaaibla  gaina  that  aight  raault  froa  auch  a  prograa, 
at  laaat  in  tha  abort  tara. 

a  b  c  d  a 

27.  Tha  avaluation  of  capaula  crawa  who  parforaad  LCC  aaintananca  could 
iapoaa  a  burdan  on  wing  avaluation  functiona  that  would  ba  all  out  of 
proportion  to  any  poaaibla  gaina  that  aight  raault  froa  auch  a  prograa, 
at  laaat  in  tha  abort  taro. 

a  b  c  da 

* 

28.  I  would  ba  uncoafortabla  knowing  that  capaula  crawa  wara  raaoving 
and  raplacing  aquipaant  in  tha  LCC,  whathar  or  not  thay  riara  trainad  and 
authorizad  to  do  ao. 

a  b  c  d  a 

29.  If  aaintananca  paraannal  waran't  alwaya  having  to  raaova  and  raplaca 
drawara  in  tha  LCC,  thay  could  gat  to  tha  ao ra  involvad  aaintananca 
aoonar. 

a  b  c  d  a 

30.  A  capaula  craw  parforaing  aaintananca  would  probably  do  a  poor  job 

and  and  up  cauaing  avan  aora  work  for  aaintananca  paraonnal. 

a  b  c  d  a 

31.  If  capaula  crawa  parforaad  aoaa  of  tha  LCC  aaintananca,  than 
aaintananca  paraonnal  wouldn't  hava  to  aaka  aa  aany  trlpa  to  tha  LCCa. 

a  b  c  d  a 

32.  Capaula  crawa  raally  don't  hava  tha  tiaa  whila  out  on  alart  to 
parfora  any  aaintananca. 

a  b  c  d  a 

33.  If  capaula  crawa  wara  aaintananca  qualifiad,  aaintananca  raaourcae 
could  ba  allocatad  aora  affactivaly. 


(a)  Strongly  disagree  with  this  atataaant. 

(b)  Tend  to  disagree  with  this  atataaant. 

(c)  Maithor  agraa  nor  disagree  with  this  atataaant. 

(d)  Tand  to  agraa  with  this  atataaant. 

(a)  Strongly  agraa  with  thia  atataaant. 

34.  If  capaula  crawa  raplacad  cartain  drawara  in  equipaont  racks,  a 
aandatory  inapaction  by  qualifiad  aaintananca  paraonnal  ahould  alwaya 
follow. 

a  b  c  d  a 

33.  Capaula  crawa  ahould  atick  to  oparationa  and  laava  tha  aaintananca 
to  aaintananca  paraonnal. 
a  b  c  d  a 

IF  YOU  ARE  NOT  AN  182X  DUTY  AFSC,  PLEA8E  SKIP  TO  QUESTION  59. 

182Xa,  PLEASE  CONTINUE  THR0U8H  QUESTION  4b,  USIN6  THE  SANE  "a*  THR0U6H 
'a*  SCALE  AS  BEFORE. 

36.  Tha  laat  thing  I  would  want  to  do  on  an  alart  would  ba  to  parfora 
aaintananca. 

a  b  c  d  a 

37.  Parforaing  aaintananca  and  baing  trainad  in  aaintananca  taaka  would 
dagrada  ay  parforaanca  in  ay  priaary  dutiaa. 

a  b  c  d  a 

38.  Raaoving  or  raplacing  a  drawar  on  a  coaaand  and  control  conaola 
would  bo  a  vary  diffarant  kind  of  task  than  anything  alia  I  do  whila  on 
alart  in  tha  LCC. 

a  b  c  d  a 

39.  Parforaing  liapla  aaintananca  taaki  whila  on  alart  would  taka  tiaa 
away  froa  ay  parforaanca  of  othar  aaaantial  dutiaa. 

a  b  c  d  a 

40.  If  ay  LCC  had  an  inoparativa  coaputar,  conaola,  or  atatua  aonitoring 
devicaj  I  would  rathar  ba  authorizad  to  raaova  and  raplaca  tha  bad 
drawar  ayaalf  (and  tharaby  fix  tha  problaa)  than  poaaibly  wait  aavaral 
daya  for  a  'real*  aaintananca  taaa  to  do  it. 

a  b  c  d  a 

41.  I  would  bo  uncoafortabla  with  tha  idea  of  parforaing  aaintananca 

auch  aa  that  daacribad  in  Quaation  140,  avan  if  I  ware  authorizad  and 
trainad  to  do  so. 

a  b  c  d  a 

42.  Once  NCCHs  ware  tasked  with  aaintananca,  they  would  ba  given  aora 
and  aora  aaintananca  to  do,  with  tha  result  that  HCCHa  would  eventually 
ba  regarded  aa  aaintananca  paraonnal. 


(«)  Strongly  disagree  with  this  stateoent. 

(b )  Tond  to  disagree  with  this  stateoent. 

(c>  Neither  agroo  nor  diaagrto  with  this  statooont. 

(d)  Tond  to  agroo  with  this  statooont. 

(o)  Strongly  agroo  with  this  statooont. 

43.  NCCMs  who  woro  doing  trained  to  perforo  oaintonanco  tasks  would  havo 
to  be  given  the  saoo  hands-on  training  oaintonanco  personnel  receive. 

a  b  c  d  o 

Please  answer  questions  44,  45,  and  44  below  as  though  they  cooplotod 
the  following  sontoncoi 

"I  would  bo  ooro  coofortablo  with  the  idea  of  porforoing  sioplo  LCC 
oaintonanco  if  i* 

44.  I  had  tho  authority  to  delay  porforoing  such  oaintonanco  if  I 
personally  thought  that  sooo  other  duty  was  ooro  urgent  right  then. 

a  b  c  d  o 

45.  Clear-cut  linos  of  authority  woro  understood  by  everybody  involved, 
so  that  I  would  not  bo  given  conflicting  orders  by  Job  Control,  00 
agencies,  and  oy  squadron. 

a  b  c  d  o 

44.  Tho  cooplotod  work^that  I  had  dono  was  always  inspected  by  qualified 
oaintonanco  personnel  as  soon  as  possible, 
a  b  c  d  e 

QUESTION  44  MAS  THE  LAST  QUESTION  US I NS  THE  "a"  THROUGH  "e“  SCALE. 

PLEASE  CONTINUE  THROUGH  QUESTION  43. 

For  questions  47  through  5S,  use  this  answer  keyi 

a)  None,  0  hours. 

b)  Less  than  2  hours. 

c)  2  hours  but  less  than  4  hours. 

d)  4  hours  but  less  than  4  hours. 

e)  4  hours  but  less  than  8  hours. 

f)  B  hours  but  less  than  10  hours. 

g)  10  hours  but  less  than  12  hours. 

h)  12  hours  but  less  than  14  hours. 

i)  14  hours  but  less  than  20  hours. 

j)  20  hours  or  aore. 


Hon  aany  hours  out  of  your  last  alsrt  did  you  spsnd  doing  this 
activity?! 


_ 47.  Training  (i.s . ,  self-study  or  training  othsrs). 

_ 48.  Inspections  and  tosts  of  LCC  squiposnt. 

_ 49.  Procsssing  oossagss. 

_ ..SO.  Tasting  and  calibrating  aissiles  and  IF  aquipaant. 

_ Si.  Processing  faults,  both  LF  and  LCC. 

_ 52.  Processing  trips  on  and  off  LFs,  and  aonitoring 

thair  activity. 

_ S3.  Educational  activities  such  as  HHEP,  PHE/808,  etc. 

_ 54.  Rest  status. 

._..3S.  Cleaning  and  housakaaping. 

_ 36.  Updating  LCC  records,  *a"-paging  T.O.s,  and  related  duties. 

_ 57.  Free  tiaa  (recreational  reading,  notching  television,  etc.) 

Do  not  include  ties  spent  in  rest  status. 

_ 58.  Processing  security  situations. 

59.  If  capsule  creNS  perforaed  LCC  aaintenanee,  the  eoapleted 
oaintenance  should  aluays  have  to  be  inspected  byi 

_ a)  The  nest  capsule  cron,  and  later  by  the  Flight 

Coaeander. 

_ _ b)  Qualified  Maintenance  personnel  only. 

_...c)  BCVE  aaintenanee  personnel. 

....d)  DOT I  or  DOV  personnel. 

_...e)  a  and  b  above. 

_.__f )  b  and  c  above. 

._..g)  No  inspection  is  necessary  if  the  equipaent 
uorks  properly. 

..._h)  Other  (please  explain  in  the  space  provided)! 


60.  If  capsult  crtMS  ptrforatd  LCC  aainttnancti 

_ _ a)  N/A,  crtMt  should  not  ptrfora  nainttnanct. 

____b)  All  crtMt  should  bt  traintd  to  ptrfora  all  of 
tha  assigntd  aainttnanet  tasks. 

____c)  Only  ctrtain  crtMS  should  bt  traintd  to  ptrfort 
aainttnanet. 

____d)  Othtr  (pltast  txplain  in  tht  spact  providtd)i 


61.  Capsult  crtMt  Mho  Mtrt  bting  traintd  to  ptrfora  aainttnanet  should 
bt  traintd  by i 

_ a)  N/A,  capsult  crtMt  should  not  ptrfora  aainttnanet. 

_ b)  DOT  I  Instructor  CrtMS  only. 

_ c)  DOTI  Instructor  CrtMS,  Mith  Ttaa  Training  Branch 

(TTB)  ptrsonntl  obstrving  tht  training  and 

assisting  as  ntetssary. 

_ d)  DOTI  Instructor  CrtMS,  Mith  Ttaa  Training  Branch 

(TTB)  ptrsonntl  giving  hands-on  training  to  tht 
capsult  crtMt. 

_ _*)  Ttaa  Training  Branch  ptrsonntl  only. 

____f)  Ttaa  Training  Branch  ptrsonntl,  Mith  DOTI  Instructor 

CrtMS  obstrving  tht  training  and  assisting  as  ntetssary. 
____g)  Ttaa  Training  Branch  ptrsonntl,  Mith  DOTI  Instructor 
CrtMt  giving  hands-on  training  to  tht  capsult  ertus. 
h)  Othtr  (pltast  txplain  in  tht  plact  providtd)! 


62. Capful*  crews  Mho  were  being  evaluated  on  eaintenance  talk 
perforeanc*  should  be  evaluated  byi 

_ _ a)  M/A,  capsule  crews  should  not  perfore  eaintenance. 

_ b)  Evaluator  Crews  (DOV)  only. 

_ c)  Evaluator  Crews  (DOV),  with  QCVE  eaintenance 

personnel  observing  the  evaluation. 

_ d)  QCtcE  eaintenance  personnel,  with  DOV  crew  observing. 

_ e)  QCItE  eaintenance  personnel  only. 

_ f )  Other  (please  explain  in  the  space  provided)! 


63.  Use  this  space  for  any  coeeents  you  eight  have  about  the  idea  of 
capsule  crews  perforoing  eaintenance  in  the  LCC,  or  to  discuss  any  area 
you  feel  the  survey  did  not  adequately  cover.  Thank  you  for  your 
valuable  tie*  and  attention. 


Appendix  Bi  Comments  froa  Question  163 


Plight  Commander!  Mho  i*  going  to  t*lc*  tht  HEAT  when  a  capsule  crew 
■■toot  up  a  piaca  of  aquipaant  worth  19,000  dollars?  Thair  job  is  ba 
praparad  (sic)  to  launch  ICBM's  (sic)  upon  lawful  ordar  (sic).  Tha 
nuabar  of  tasks  that  can  ba  prasantad  in  an  avaluation  is  already 
unbaliavabla. 

8H8  Squadron  Coaaandari  I  can  think  of  no  raason  why  HCCs  should 
not  parforo  oinor  aaintananca. 

Deputy  Coaoandar  for  Maintenance!  LONB  OVERDUE.  NO  BIB  DEAL.  JUBT 
DO  IT! 

NCOIC  LF  Elactronics  Branchi  Lat's  not  divarsity  (sic)  so  auch  as 
to  causa  a  lot  of  problaas.  Ops  craws  should  taka  cara  of  ops. 
Naintananca  should  taka  cara  of  aaintananca.  Lat's  not  go  round  robin  on 
this  thing.  First  qualify  capsulas  than  latar  dacartify  bacausa  of  tha 
iapact. 

Chiaf,  BC  Division!  I  don't  hava  a  strong  objaction  to  craw  aaabars 
doing  soaa  raaovo  and  raplaca  aaintananca  actions.  Routine  actions  would 
sava  aaintananca  dispatches,  but  crew  aaabars  will  hava  vary  liaitad 
ability  to  react  to  abnoraal  indications  after  aaintananca. 

Air  Division  Staff  Officer!  I  believe  that  capsule  craws  are 
perfectly  capabla  of  parforaing  aaintananca  in  tha  LCCs,  but  I  don't 
think  they  should.  I  baliava  the  perforaance  of  aaintananca  tasks,  tha 
lugging  of  drawers  to  and  froa  tha  capsulas,  and  problaas  involved  with 
bad  raplacaaant  aquipaant  would  detract  froa  tha  davalopaant  of  a 
professional  craw  force. 

Minq  Maintenance  Superintendent!  Capsule  craws  parforaing 
aaintananca  should  ba  liaitad  to  drawer  and  oinor  coaponant  raaoval  and 
raplacaaant.  Raplacing  ainor  hardware,  tightening  screws  ate,  should 
also  ba  included. 

Lina  MCCCi  Once  capsule  craws  started  parforaing  LCC  aaintananca, 
tha  only  result  would  ba  that  aaintananca  personnel  would  gat  aora  tine 
off  than  they  are  now  (sic).  Host  aaintananca  taaas  now  spend  about  1/2 
of  thair  dispatch  tiaa  in  tha  LCF  goofing  off  -  not  performing 
aaintananca.  This  survey  would  not  even  ba  necessary  if  anx  supervisors 
kept  thair  personnel  away  from  tha  LCF  pool  tables  and  kept  tabs  of 
thair  (sic)  tiaa  on  dispatches.  Our  Stand  Boards  are  rough  enough 
without  being  evaluated  on  maintenance  tasks.  You  can  tall  this  survey 
was  designed  by  a  parson  no  longer  pulling  alert  duty. 

OIC  Training  Control  Division!  I  assume  that  you  meant  major  lCC 
equipment.  Currently,  craw  aaabars  perform  limited  maintenance  on  comm 
equipment.  I  made  that  assumption  in  answering  your  questions. 


The  biggest  problea  in  crews  perforaing  anx  it  that  thi  tit*  it 
Mould  taka  to  generate  a  taaa  to  bring  tha  drauar  out  to  tha  LCC  it  not 
auch  last  than  tha  tiaa  it  Mould  taka  to  ganarata  a  qualified  anx  taaa. 
Fraquantly,  tha  liaiting  factor  it  availability  of  a  tarvieaabla  drauar 
-  not  a  qualified  taaa.  Alto,  you  can't  vieN  a  drauar  RfcR  at  an  iiolated 
function.  Hoot  certainly  there  uould  be  aquipaant  isolation  or  thutdoun 
requireaentt  involved.  This  uould  require  additional  training  for  tha 
creut  -  not  only  in  tha  actual  checklists,  but  also  froa  a  systaas 
knouladga  viaupoint.  You  don't  uant  soaabody  pulling  a  drauar  uithout 
knouing  tha  systaa  iapact.  Currently,  you  don't  gat  that  at  Vandanbarg, 
because  they  alaost  exclusively  aaphasiza  procedures  and  not  systaa 
operation. 

Another  problaa  is  tha  tech  data.  Certainly  you  can't  include  these 
procedures  into  tha  crau  T.O.  They  uould  have  to  double  or  triple  tha 
size  of  their  T.O.  Maintenance  taaas  noraally  carry  a  T.O.  kit  that 
probably  uaighs  20-30  pounds.  Although  their  T.O.s  address  aany  other 
procedures  other  than  LCC  anx,  ay  point  is  that  it  uould  be  difficult  to 
have  a  uorkable  systea  for  crau  access  to  tha  proper  T.O.s. 

The  idea  of  creus  perforaing  ao re  anx  at  the  LCC  is  attractive  and 
I  support  it  -  regardless  of  the  uay  !  ansuered  the  questionnaire. 
Houever,  there  are  too  aany  probleas  to  be  uorked  out  for  the  concept  to 
be,  in  ay  aind,  feasible. 

NCOIC  Technical  Engineering  Branchi  Crau  aeabers  are  currently 
required  to  reaove  and  replace  certain  panels  in  the  LCC  due  to  code 
handling  requireaent  -  I  feel  this  could  be  expanded  to  Include  other 
selected  coaponents  in  the  LCC  ulth  no  detrlabntal  effects  on  the  ueapon 
systea. 

SH8  Squadron  Coaaanderi  I  aa  opposed  to  the  notion  of  capsule  creus 
perforaing  aalntenance  because  it  uill  require  a  significant  aaount  of 
additional  training  -  a  burden  that  existing  creu  schedules  can  ill 
afford.  In  Titan,  the  creu  uas  augaented  by  tuo  NCOs  uhosa  priaary 
function  uas  aalntenance  related.  The  existing  concern  about  aaintainlng 
creu  proficiency  in  ueapon  systea,  EMC,  codes,  nuclear  safety,  safety, 
COMSEC,  adain,  disaster  preparedness,  terrorist  threat,  and  security 
uould  only  be  exacerbated.  The  present  systea  is  Marking  -  look  at  our 
LCC  operational  rates  -  so  uhy  aess  uith  it? 

An  itea  not  addressed  by  you r  questionnaire  is  hou  the  replaceaent 
drawers  are  going  to  be  hauled  out  to  the  sites.  Mill  creus  have  to  go 
by  Maintenance  to  pick  up  the  aquipaent  adding  further  delay  to  the 
changeover  process?  Mill  they  be  held  responsible  for  transporting  the 
equipaent  to  and  froa  the  sites? 

A  final  questioni  Is  aalntenance  uork  consistent  uith  the  Air  Force 
concept  of  an  "officer?* 

Flight  Coaaander's  Deputyi  First,  Maintenance  aust  be  done  on  a 
Halted  basis,  ie,  replacing  a  drauer.  If  this  is  done,  equipaent 
dountiae  could  be  reduced  Nith  a  savings  in  dispatching  fewer  teaas. 
Concerning  inspection  of  the  Maintenance  done  by  MCCMs,  it  aay  be  good 
to  check  on  the  work  but  keep  it  froa  being  an  evaluated  itea.  Note  that 
MCCMs  should  be  able  to  deteraine  when  to  put  in  the  equipaent  or  to  do 


aaintenance.  Refer  to  Question  #44.  Although  total  tlaa*  Indicated  in 
Buaationa  47-58  aay  aaaa  short,  aoaa  activities  (processing  aessages) 
are  broken  into  several  saaller  parts.  For  exaaple,  while  doing  LCC 
aaintenance,  HCCH  aay  have  to  process  a  aessage,  respond  to  LF 
aaintenance  reguests  and  process  security  at  the  saae  tiae.  This  is  not 
unusual.  Reaeaber,  HCCHs  already  have  enough  to  be  concerned  with  while 
on  alert.  Oon't  be  surprised  if  there  aay  be  an  overall  negative 
response  to  this  survey. 

Ning  Neapons  Safety  Officeri  This  prograa  could  be  a  boon  to  the 
aaintenance  coaaunity.  I  see  three  probleasi  1)  increased  workload  on 
instructors/evaluators  (HB  and  DO),  2)  increased  safety  training 
requireaents,  3)  decreased  tiae  during  alert  to  accoaplish  self-study 
(EHO,  80S,  HHEP).  1  would  juap  at  the  chance  to  get  hands-on  aaintenance 
experience  if  I  were  on  crew  today. 

SMS  Squadron  Coaaanderi  I  see  no  probleas  with  drawer,  etc, 
replaceaent.  The  Hinuteaan  systea  was  largely  designed  as  a  aodular,  RfcR 
systea,  with  actual  aaintenance  done  on  base  or  at  depot.  If  a  drawer  is 
replaced  and  it  works  -  then  no  problea.  Many  tiaes,  siaply  reseating  a 
drawer  solves  the  problea. 

D09  Officer  Codas  Controller!  This  is  ay  first  assignaent  to  a 
Hinuteaan  unit.  Hy  crew  tiae  was  spent  in  the  Titan  II  systea  where  we 
worked  auch  closer  with  aaintenance  teaas  as  well  as  being  required  to 
perfora  aany  saall  aaintenanee  tasks  on  our  own.  I  aa  still  AHAZED  at 
how  LITTLE  the  Hinuteaan  crews  know  about  the  operation  of  their  weapon 
systea,  especially  the  capsule.  I  strongly  urge  that  Hinuteaan  crews  be 
given  SOHE  training  in  aaintenance  procedures,  even  if  they  will  not  be 
allowed  to  perfora  aaintenance  functions. 

DOTI  HCCCi  Hissile  Crews  Have  One  Job  -  Haintaln  and  Be  Prepared  to 
Launch  Hinuteaan  Hissiles  upon  Lawful  Order  (sic)  -  Do  Aircraft  Crews 
fix  their  own  Planes? 

Line  HCCCi  ...  I  don't  want  to  be  responsible  for  a  15  ailllon 
drawer  and  have  to  pay  for  it  the  rest  of  ay  life.  I  also  feel  that 
aaintenance  would  becoae  our  priaary  duty  if  we  start  on  the  siaple 
cases.  Keep  the  two  shops  separate. 

Line  HCCCi  He  ops  officers  didn't  go  through  four  years  of  college 
to  turn  a  80D-DAHN  HRENCH!  Obviously  aaintenance  is  trying  to  get  out  of 
doing  their  job  and  getting  us  to  do  it  for  thea!  Hissile  crews  don't 
have  the  TIHE  on  alert  to  be  trained  in  aaintenance  procedures  and  to 
accoaplish  thea  in  the  field!!  Reaeaber  the  C3  aodlf ications  -  SAC 
was  already  considering  adding  a  third  crew  aeaber  to  each  crew  because 
the  crews  are  already  overtasked  -  HOH  IN  THE  HELL  can  you  even  consider 
adding  sore  duties?  Are  you  crazy? 

OHHS  Shop  Chiefi  ...every  tiae  I  go  down  to  the  LCC  the  HCCHs  are 
sitting  around  in  their  pajaaat  reading  dirty  aagazines. . . they  have 
plenty  of  free  tiae! . . . 


D09  Officer  Code*  Control ltri ... th»  additional  training  it  Mould 
taka  to  oaka  HCCHs  into  qualified  aaintananca  parionnal  for  daaignatad 
LCC  tasks  Mould  not  only  ba  a  burdan  to  DQTI  and  DQT8  Scheduling  but 
also  ba  aora  additional  strain  on  tha  eras  aaabars.  Laava  aaintananca  to 
aaintananca  and  give  craM  aaabars  soaa  tiaa  Mith  thair  faallias.  Flyers 
do  not  parfora  aaintananca  so  Mhy  should  NCCHs? 

009  Officar  Codas  Controllari  ...CrsMi  ars  alrsady  trainad  in  such 
of  Mhat  thay  naad  to  knoa  to  accoaplish  thasa  tasksi  ia,  thay  ara 
alraady  trainad  in  rasaating  cartain  drawers  in  tha  LCC.  Reaoving  and 
raplacing  tha  drawer  is  not  auch  diffarant!  Also,  thay  ara  alraady 
trainad  on  soaa  poHar-doan  procaduras,  such  as  LCFP  Shutdown  and 
Startup,  LCC  Shutdown,  ate.  I  strongly  baliava  that  craMS  should  ba 
givan  ganaral  training  on  drawer  RteRs,  ate,  and  that  this  ganaral 
training  could  ba  appliad  in  aany  situations.  Lot's  not  forgot  that  no 
ara  daaling  with  a  bright,  well-educated  group  of  paopla  hara.  Anothar 
idaa  is  that  craws  could  ba  "talked"  through  soaa  procaduras  ovar  tha 
phono... It  saaas  that  tha  aajor  thrust  bihind  this  Idas  is  to  raduca  tha 
aaintananca  workload  by  lotting  tha  craws  parfora  soaa  ralativaly  siapla 
tasks  (tasks  that  thay  could  alaost  cartainly  parfora  anyway  if  it 
wasn't  prohibitad  by  ragulation  or  T.Q.),  in  tha  intarast  of  aora 
officiant  aission  accoaplishaant.  Lot's  not  gat  so  hung  up  ovar  tha 
training/avaluation  quastion  that  wa  lot  it  ovarshadow  tha  aission. 

Ming  Assistant  for  Impaction  Nattarsi  I  hava  no  problaa  with  tha 
concapt.  Prioritias  It  coaplaxities  of  tasks  allowad  could  bo  workad  out 
-  that  is  not  an  insuraountabla  problaa.  Old,  deeply-ingrained 
parochialisas  within  NB  and  00  will  dia  slowly.  Objactiva  analysas 
should  pravail  in  asking  this  systaa  daclsion.  Hy  last  assignaant  had  aa 
working  "ops*  It  "am"  tasks  with  alssions  b  hardware  in  tha  Airborne 
Laser  Laboratory  prograa.  I  found  it  stlaulatlng,  technologically,  to  ba 
involved  in  both  sides  of  the  systaa.  I  also  found  ay  knowledge  of  tha 
overall  systaa  got  batter  b  that,  in  turn,  iaprovad  ay  "ops"  skills.  I 
was  authorized  up  to,  b  including,  to  ran ova  drawers,  aodulas,  It  sensors 
during  flight.  NEVER  did  any  problaa  arise.  HOWEVER,  it  should  ba 
raaaabarad  all  of  us  in  that  prograa  wars  scientists  or  anginsers. 
Hardware  concepts  b  handling  ara  auch  aora  akin  to  that  groups' 
background  than  to  tha  spactrua  of  dagraa  backgrounds  encountered  18XX 
AFSCs  (e.g.,  Bible  Theology  to  Psychology  with  a  saattaring  of  us 
technology  types).  This  topic  could  easily  generate  a  whole  spactrua  of 
discussion.  Thanks  for  tha  chance  to  say  a  few  words,  (signed) 

Hajor,  AOIC ,  Plans  and  Intelligence  Divisioni  Not  all  officers  hava 
tha  aachanical  ability  or  tha  aachanical  confidence  needed  to  accoaplish 
aaintananca  tasks.  Don't  force  thasa  individuals  to  do  aaintananca. 
However,  aany  officers  hava  tha  ability  and  desire  to  save  unnecessary 
aaintananca  dispatchas  by  parforaing  liaitad  aaintananca.  Tha  thraat  of 
baing  avaluatad  is  a  BIS  datarrent  to  this  concapt.  Don't  avaluata  thaa 
on  aaintananca  task  parforaanca.  Also,  I  think  it  is  iaportant  to  giva 
our  officars  tha  paraission  to  "legally"  parfora  ainor  aaintananca 
without  tha  haaaar  ovar  thair  heads  of  evaluation  or  cartain  types  of 


liability.  It  it  equally  important  to  alloM  thoaa  individuals  who  do  not 
Nish  to  parfora  aaintananca  (for  various  reasons)  not  to  parfora 
aaintananca. 

MCOIC  o f  an  0MH8  shopt  GREAT!  I  think  this  should  hava  baan  dona 
yaars  ago.  I  can  foresee  soaa  problaas  but  aith  professionals  aorking 
togathar  aith  opan  ainds,  tha  product  (sic)  of  ops  craas  parforaing 
cartain  tasks  in  tha  LCC  aould  solva  aany  problaas  aith  anlistad 
aaintananca  taaa  dalays  (schaduling)  and  giva  NCCHs  a  battar  insight 
into  hoa  an  LCC  runs. 

Naintananca  Suparintandant,  GC  Divisioni  Only  carafully  salactad 
tasks  should  ba  considarad  for  capsula  craas  to  parfora.  Nona  that 
raquira  usa  of  tast  aquipaant,  only  a  functional  ehack.  This  idaa  has 
aarit  and  should  ba  iaplaaantad. 

Branch  Chief,  QC  Oivisiont  I ‘a  not  against  capsula  craas  parforaing 
hardaara  aaintananca.  Exaaplei  loota  scraas,  aissing  scraas,  or 
raplacing  brokan  latchas.  Thay  could  rapair  thair  oan  craa  chairs  but  as 
for  raplacing  coaponants  that  should  ba  out  of  tha  quastion. . .Tha  Air 
Force  has  YET  to  hava  a  training  prograa  to  kaap  tha  aaintananca 
tachnicians  proflciant  lat  alona  trying  to  add  anothar  partly  trainad 
parson  start  aorking  (sic)  on  aquipaant. 

NCOIC,  QC  Oivisiont  This  is  an  Outstanding  Idaa!!  Coaaon  Sanaa 
aaaas  to  ba  gradually  snaaking  in. 

Shop  Chiaf  in  FNNSt  Craas  changa  ovar  avary  day.  Tha  oncoaing  craa 
could  bring  out  a  sarvicaabla  draaar,  RfcR,  and  tha  off  duty  craa  raturns 
tha  unsarvicaabla  itaa  to  aaintananca  procassing.  Tha  abova  aould  sava 
auch  tiaa,  aonay,  and  aaintananca  rasourcas  battar  mad  to  corract(  in  a 
tiaaly  aannar,  aora  involvad  and  tiaa  consuaing  aaintananca.  It's  a  B000 
idea! 

NCO  in  Naintananca  Support  Oivisiont  HCCMs  already  changa  tha 
Launch  Enable  Control  Sroup  (LEGS),  tha  Launch  Control  Panel  (LCP),  and 
tha  Secure  Data  Unit  (SOU)  Keying  Variable  in  tha  Coder-Decoder 
Indicator  draaar,  Tha  difference  betaeen  changing  these  iteas  and  other 
aquipaant  draaars  aould  ba  tha  size  and  aaight  of  tha  aquipaant  and  tha 
peculiar  shutdoan  required  for  each  piece  of  aquipaant. 

Shop  Chiaf  in  FNNSt  Nany  tasks  in  tha  LCC  are  vary  basic. 

. . .currently,  it  takas  aany  aan-hours  for  a  aaintananca  taaa  to  load 
thair  truck,  drive  to  tha  LCC,  drive  hoaa  and  unload  tha  truck... a 
qualified  capsula  craa  could  taka  a  draaar. . .aith  thaa,  do  tha  task  ahan 
thay  had  tiaa,  than  bring  tha  itaas  back  to  tha  support  base  ahan  thay 
returned. 

DOTI  DNCCCi  ...To  add  aaintananca  in  aith  ops  activitias  aould  only 
serve  to  degrade  ops  and  aaintananca  (sic)  and  aould  certainly  frustrate 
aany  HCCHs. 


NCQIC  Maintenance  Control  Divlsioni  Sood  idoa  but  lot's  koop  it 
•iopls.  Drawer  changes  and  sioplo  hardware  such  as  knobs  would  hslp  both 
saintonancs  and  opsrations.  Any  rsally  involvsd  tasks  should  bs  loft  in 
aaintsnancs  (sic). 

FHMS  Maintenance  Supsrintsndsnti  Ths  idsa  is  vsry  good  and  Barits 
ssrious  considsration. 

NCO  in  Training  Control  Division  (TTB)i  I  think  that  ths  crows 
could  do  ths  saintonancs  but  would  havs  to  follow  ths  sobs  oval  prograa 
that  aaintsnancs  doss. 

DOTI  DHCCCi  Crsws  should  not  bs  ovaluatod.  HCCHs  should  bs  tasksd 
with  aaintsnancs  only  during  tiass  whsn  no  othsr  aaintsnancs  tsaBS  wars 
availabls. . .crows  should  do  this  as  a  last  rssort  and  it  should  bs 
looksd  upon  as  a  "favor"  to  Hing  Job  Control.  This  is  why  I  strsss  that 
all  aaintsnancs  dons  by  HCCHs  should  bs  inspsctsd  ASAP  by  qualifiad 
aaintsnancs  psrsonnsl. 

DOTI  HCCCi  This  wholo  idsa  is  just  a  bad  joks,  right?  ...I'a  quits 
confidant  that  DOTI  and  DOV  bstwssn  thsa  could  psrvsrt  ths  original 
concspt  bsyond  ths  point  whsrs  any  rsal  bsnsfit  could  bs  had.  I'vs  soon 
this  happsn  bsfors.  Nhsn  Cs  was  installad  in  ths  LCCs,  it  quickly 
bscaaa  a  nightaars  for  ths  crows  to  opsrats.  Quits  bluntly  (slc)| 
psrforaing  LCC  aaintsnancs  would  bs  just  anothor  pain  in  ths  as%  ws 
don't  nssd. 

DOTI  HCCCi .. .Sr sat  idoa!  But  it  is  unfair  and  unrsalistic  givsn 
currant  crsw  structurs  and  sanning.  If  it  wars  possibls  to  add  a 
aaintsnancs/coaaunications  officer/NCO  to  sach  crow  thon  it  sight  bs 
possibls.  You  aight  also  aaks  ths  LCC  largsr. 

DOTH  HPTOi  ...toll  as  what's  in  it  for  ths  good  ols  capsuls  crsw? 
Mith  EMO,  woapon  systsa,  security,  and  ths  aaintsnancs  ws  ars  alrsady 
rssponsibls  for  ths  HCCH  has  aors  than  enough  to  do  already.  If  you 
thought  up  this  spastic  idsa  than  it's  obvious  you  don't  (sic). 

8H8  Squadron  Operations  Officsri  ...Crsw  ssabsrs  ars 
operators,  not  aaintsnancs  personnel.  They  live  by  a  totally 
different  approach  to  their  work  snvironasnt.  Merging  ths  two  thought 
processes  could  cause  soas  rsal  trouble.  Operators  react  to 
status,  they  do  not  troubleshoot  ths  way  that  aaintsnancs  people  do. 

DOTI  HCCCi  Sood  idsa  *  but  it  will  never  happsn!  I  don't  know  how 
aany  tiass  a  PHI  crsw  has  coas  out  to  ths  LCF  and  broken  aors  than  they 
fixed. 

NCOIC  of  E-LABi  As  an  E-Lab  technician,  I  havs  seen  sany  drawers 
daaagsd  by  capsuls  crsws,  is,  laap  sockets  shorted  due  to  bulbs  changed 
with  power  applied,  recorders  with  paper  installed  backwards,  or  with 
scotch  taps,  knobs  cracked  by  turning  too  far,  etc.  -  even  keyboards 
with  daaage  dus  to  coffee  spills.  I  don't  think  officers  havs  ths  coaaon 


sense  to  bo  perforeing  Maintenance! 

Maintenance  Initructionol  Systees  Manager,  Training  Control 
Diviaioni  I  think  that  this  it  a  viablo  proposal!  However,  tho  "list  of 
tasks*  to  bo  perforeed  by  MCCMs  Mould  have  to  bs  vsry  carefully 
constructod. 

Branch  Chief  in  QMMSi  Srsat  idsa.  Ms  noN  havs  cross  bringing  in 
thoir  own  chairs  for  ropair.  Really  spoods  up  process  for  loNor  priority 
Mork. 

TTB  Instructor! .. .all  in  al 1 «  I  don't  think  that  capsule  cress 
should  have  to  do  aaintonance.  They  have  a  broad  enough  area  to  learn 
and  stay  proficient  in  sithout  increasing  their  load. 

Maintenance  Controller,  Ming  Job  Control!  Although  the  idea 
sarrants  consideration  the  ties,  aoney,  and  results  froo  this  prograe 
sould  not  be  significant  enough. 

Line  DHCCCi  Capsule  cress*  duty  is  to  OPERATE  the  seapon  systee, 
not  repair  it. 

Ming  Maintenance  Superintendent!  6ive  the  ops  cress  a  banana  and 
they'll  folios  any  checklist!  Let  MCCHs  go  through  the  OJT  prograe  and 
all  the  papersork  (is,  trash)  associated  slth  it.  They  eight  benefit 
froe  the  exposure  and  <sho  knows?)  *  eventually  a  rapport  say  be 
established  between  enx  and  ops  as  exists  between  a  fighter  pilot  and 
his  crew  chief.  It  18.  getting  better!  It's  about  ties  -  if  an  ops 
crew  can  turn  power  on  and  off  to  an  equipaent  rack  it  would  greatly 
help  enx  teaas  do  the  troubleshooting  procedures. . .Tighten  screws,  nuts 
and  bolts  could  be  (sic)  easily  done  by  ops  once  they  knew  how  to  turn  a 
wrench  or  a  screwdri ver. . . It  is  DUMB  to  send  a  enx  teaa  50-100 
eiles  to  tighten  a  nut  or  a  bolt,  but  the  *systee*  used  allows  us  to  do 
just  that. 

NCOIC  QC  Division!  Let  the  Facility  Manager  do  it  and  I  could  feel 
better  about  the  idea. 

Training  NCO,  TTBi  Having  trained  DQTI  Instructor  Crews  on  this 

concept  soae  2-3  years  ago,  I  feel  that  capsule  crews  could  effectively 
handle  the  load,  saving  Maintenance  aeny  extra  dispatches...!  would 
strongly  suggest  that  the  Maintenance  concept  already  pictured  in  this 
survey  be  allowed  to  stand.  I  feel  atteepts  to  add  sore  work  would 
degrade  operations.  The  DQTI  officers  that  I  worked  with  quickly  grasped 
the  concepts,  also  had  an  excellent  understanding  of  the  Maintenance, 

and  I  feel  they  could  train  their  counterparts  with  little  or  no 

problees.  Thank  you. 

TTB  Branch  Chief!  Me  are  all  part  of  the  teas,  let's  work  together 
for  a  coeeon  goal.  It  would  be  great  to  allow  crews  to  do 
aaintenancs. . .eany  itens  could  be  done  by  anyone  with  little  or  no 

training.  My  biggest  fear  is  that  if  soaething  goes  wrong... we  will  be 


at  each  others'  throat. . . 


DOTI  NCCCt  ...Believe  sc,  crow  duty  with  operations  is  plenty,  this 
could  sake  it  unbearable.  Even  so  I 'a  for  it,  but  only  if  GOOD  sanagers 
are  there  to  oversee  it... Please  contact  ee  if  you  are  interested  in  a 
■an  with  four  years  ops  experience  and  a  genuine  desire  to  help. 

NCOIC  TTBt  ...I  would  like  to  see  capsule  crews  be  able  to  RbB  DSAP 
printers  and  possibly  soee  CNP6  eaintenance.  The  CSHPB  and  power  supply 
group  racks  should  be  left  for  eaintenance  teaes  to  work  on  because  of 
the  extensive  checkout  procedures  and  T-tapes  involved. 

Chief  of  Safetyi  Changing  drawers  is  not  a  difficult  task,  there  is 
no  reason  this  can't  be  done  by  crews  -  if  problees  develop  or  a  drawer 
doesn't  work  like  it  should  -  i.e.  with  tech  data  checkout  -  then  call 
Job  Control  for  directions.  This  has  been  a  sound  and  very  workable 
concept  that  has  had  people  shooting  at  it  rather  than  trying  to  eake  it 
work.  Hope  your  effort  helps. 

DOT  Branch  Chiefi  There  are  eany  ainor  tasks  that  crews  could 
perfore. . .capsule  crews  aren't  dueeies  and  they  won't  perfore  as  duaaies 
unless  we  treat  thee  as  dueeies. .. upon  occasion,  sieple  problees  crop  up 
that  could  be  easily  handled  by  the  capsule  crew... don't  think  they  need 
to  be  evaluated  on  the  sieple  tasks  they  would  perfore. 

DOV  MCCCi  I  have  been  a  strong  advocate  of  NCCHs  accomplishing  LCC 
eaintenance  for  over  three  years... I  believe  you'll  encounter  opposition 
to  the  idea  only  because  of  the  fear  that  *  "if  the  capsule  crew  can 
reeove  drawers,  etc,  they  can  do  eo re  involved  eaintenance."  1  believe 
crews  CAN  and  SHOULD  accoaplish  N1N0R  eaintenance  that  can  be 
accoeplished  within  MINUTES!  This  is  very  important  -  we  can't  possibly 
be  responsible  for  accomplishing  major  or  tiae-consuaing  eaintenance 
without  sacrificing  the  ops  side. 

Chief  of  DQTHi  If  a  missile  crew  can  save  a  eaintenance  teaa  a  100 
■lie  drive  by  removing  b  replacing  an  equipment  drawer,  it  wakes  sense 
to  use  thee.  However,  I  strongly  urge  you  to  lieit  the  crews' 
responsibility  to  just  this. 

Chief  of  Plans  and  Intelligence!  Have  the  crews  bring  out  the 
equipeent,  but  have  the  facility  manager  install  it,  etc. 

DOV  NCCCt  Since  anonyeity  is  assured,  I'll  give  you  soee  feedback. 
I've  been  here  3  1/2  years.  I  was  trained  by  soee  of  the  "old  guys".  In 
■V  ties,  I've  repaired  lots  of  little  things  in  the  capsule,  soee  with 
telephone  guidance  froe  Job  Control,  soee  based  on  watching  a  team  fix 
it  and  others  just  by  studying  tsch  data  and  experimenting.  ...all  of  it 
was  unauthorized,  but  it  was  done  right,  saved  a  dispatch,  and  got  the 
stuff  working.  ...this  is  all  minor  stuff,  mostly  adjustments,  etc,  but 
I  know  it  happens.  I'e  not  alone,  several  do  sore  than  I  ao  because  they 
know  ears.  Me  should  be  trained  and  taught  to  do  this  stuff  -  so  long  as 
it's  kept  to  a  reasonable  level  and  doesn't  interfere  with  the 


operations  work! 

Haintenance  Superintendent,  Haintenance  Control  Oivisioni  I  think 
tho  idsa  is  very  valid.  Thara  can  be  a  lot  gained  froe  this!  It  isn't 
coaplicated  at  all  -  only  several i  repeat  sisple  sechanical  steps  to  be 
perforaed. . . Yes  it's  true  aaintenancs  teaas  wouldn't  be  at  the  LCCs  as 
often,  but  they  wouldn't  be  off  -  they  would  be  out  working  probleas 
they  are  really  needed  for. 

OHMS  Squadron  OJT  Monitori  I  aa  not  sure  it  would  be  wise  to  have 
an  operator  of  a  nuclear  weapons  systea  know  ao re  about  the  weapons 
systea  than  is  necessary  to  perfora  their  aission...I  think  the  old 
ruaour  was  that  it  was  a  aaintenancs  troop  in  training  at  Chanute  that 
figured  out  how  to  launch  the  MPT  with  one  vete...aost  capsule  crews 
will  not  want  to  perfora  aaintenance  and  those  that  do  are  dangerous  to 
the  weapon  systea. 

Lir.i  HCCCi  Why  is  it  that  Ops  personnel  are  treated  like  2nd  class 
citizens?  Do  we  SUPPORT  aaintenance  personnel? 

DOTS  Branch  Chiefi  Being  an  ex-Titan  Instructor,  I  like  the  idea  of 

liaited  aaintenance.  In  Titan  we  were  trained  to  troubleshoot,  but  not 

to  accoaplish  a  lot  of  hands-on  aaintenance.  You  aust  be  very  careful  on 

what  tasks  the  crews  will  be  allowed  to  tackle.  It  would  probably  be 

ao re  realistic  for  the  crews  to  troubleshoot  to  an  end  itea,  so  they 

could  tell  aaintenance  what  drawer  or  replaceaent  part  to  bring  out. 

* 

Wing  Haintenance  Superintendent!  Ops  It  anx  tasks  should  reaain 
separate  functions  -  I  was  in  Hissile  .Ops  in  the  ATLAS  D  where  we  also 
perforaed  aaintanance  -  This  was  not  a  good  concept. 

FMMB  Branch  Chief  (Captain) i  Using  capsule  crews  to  perfora 
aaintenance  such  as  drawer  RliR  could  save  such  tiae  and  effort  on  the 
part  of  the  aaintenance  deputate.  Proper  training  and  Quality  Control  is 
essential.  Coordination  through  Wing  Job  Control  would  be  required. 

DOTI  DHCCCi  I  feel  that  having  crews  perforaing  aaintenance  tasks 
is  a  good  idea.  Hy  biggest  concern  is  that  of  evaluations. . .aaintenance 
tasks  should  be  evaluated  separately,  not  as  part  of  a  regular  recurring 
evaluation.  Checks  are  difficult  enough  as  it  is. 

Line  MCCCi  LCC  aaintenance  is  in  ay  opinion  a  viable  solution  to 

the  problea...a  aajor  part  of  this  load  is  siaple  short  tasks  such  as 

replacing  the  SDR  printer  (CDB)...set  it  up  as  an  additional 

duty... these  tasks  should  not  be  evaluated  in  any  way. 

Line  HCCCi  Why?  There  are  already  too  aany  ways  to  fail  an 

evaluation.  HCCCS  ARE  ALREADY  OVER-TAXED!!  We  are  out  there  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  fulfilling  a  coeeiteent  to  deterrence  (sic).  Why  give  the 
HCCCs  sore  responsibility? 

NCOIC,  Haintenance  Support  Division!  ...Haintenance  personnel  are 


just  like  capsule  crewsj  sosc  don't  have  the  common  sans*  to  turn  a 
Nrsnch  and  need  aort  training  than  others. 


FNHS  Branch  Chief  (SHS)i  ...tasks  should  bs  performed  by  capsula 
crows...  that  rsquirs  little  technical  knowledge  and  no  test 
equipment. . .Maintenance  personnel  personnel  attend  a  technical  school 
where  basic  eaintenance  principles  are  taught... and  soee  of  thee  fail  to 
achieve  the  requisite  technical  ability  even  after  aaple  tiee  is  given 
in  the  field  and  coapleting  TTB...even  though  soee  capsule  crews  eay  do 
an  exceptional  job,  aany  eay  do  aore  hare  than  good. 

NCOIC  Training  Control  Divisioni  ...prograe  should  be  closely 
eonitored  to  assure  this  concept  doesn't  burden  the  capsule  crew  or 
hinder  their  operations. 

Line  MCCCi  Unlike  aost  of  ay  friends  I  think  this  is  a  good  idea. 
It  could  save  a  lot  of  dollars  in  addition  to  asking  crewbears  aore 
faailiar  with  the  systea  they  operate... a  aistake  to  let  DOV  evaluate 
these  tasks,  their  evaluations  are  bad  enough  already.  Also  unlike  aany 
NCCHs  I  do  not  have  a  problea  with  the  weapon  systea.  A  SCIENCE  t  NATH 
BACKGROUND  HAS  HELPED  HE  CONSIDERABLY. .. it  sounds  like  a  good  idea. 

FMHS  Squadron  Coaaanderi  As  a  Chief  of  D09  for  nearly  three  years  I 
found  18XX  personnel  quite  capable  of  doing  drawer  changes  in  the  CIV. 
Ny  answers  to  your  questions  are  based  upon  that  exposure  and  a  review 
of  the  LCC  aaintenance  which  was  perforaed  during  ay  three  years  on 
crew.  I  expect  an  initial  resistance  to  your  idea,  but  it  is  workable. 
Good  luck. 

Chief  of  Maintenance  Data  (ltLt)i  Changing  drawers  in  the  capsule 
does  not  require  any  special  aptitude  or  aechanical  abilities,  only 
follow  instructions  properly. 

OIC  Maintenance  Control  Divisioni  I... daily  see  probleas  arise 
because  crews  can't  follow  their  own  EWQ/operations  procedures, 
auch  less  aaintenance  procedures.  Case  in  point,  just  yesterday,  we  (Job 
Control)  had  to  "talk  through*  the  Enable  Test  Checklist  with  the  crew 
at  Juliett  -  I ’a  not  exaggerating!  He  can't  expect  a  crew  to  turn 
wrenches  when  they  can't  push  buttons. 

Deputy  Coaaander  far  Maintenance!  Crews  already  perfora  minor 

aaintenance  (light  bulb  RiRs,  floor-levelings)  etc.  Simple  drawer  R&Rs 
could  be  easily  added  to  Ops  T.O.s,  could  be  easily  trained,  and  could 
be  easily  evaluated  under  current  procedures. 

Chief,  Training  Control  Divisions  LCC  anx  is  only  a  small 

percentage  of  our  work  load.  Gains  would  be  negligible.  Increase  in 
training  and  evaluation  would  be  great.  Also  there  would  be  a  pissing 
contest  between  ops  and  anx  every  tiae  something  would  go  wrong.  You 
know  what  they  say  getting  into  a  pissing  contest  with  a  skunk  -  no  one 
wins.  95 X  of  workload  at  I.F.  My  opinion  only. 
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Deputy  Coaaa nder  for  Maintenance*  Tasks  should  ha  abaoluta  ainiaua. 
Soat  draatri,  printers,  LCC  chair  RiR.  Evan  greater  aaphaait  on 
NOT  attsapting  unauthorizad  aaintananca  -  1 i k a  adjusting  air  flow, 
ate.  Ma  know  it  goas  on. 

Assistant  Daputy  Coaaandar  for  Oparationsi  Hinutaaan  oparations  is 
tha  only  waapon  systaa  function  in  which  tha  oparators  ara  not 

ancouragad  to  ha  aora  faailiar  with  tha  waapon  systaa  and  its  functions. 
This  is  shortsightad  and  wrong.  HCCs  ptrforaing  LCC  aaintananca  aay  ba 
tha  first  stap  (long  ovardua)  in  raaoving  this  "log  jaa*  attituda.  Tha 
avaluation  function  of  thasa  naw  tasks  would  hava  to  ba  raalistic  and 
practical.  Nead  to  taach  tha  aachanics  of  tha  systaa  (whys  and 

wharaforas)  not  just  checklist  stsps. 

Chief  of  Maintenance  Control  Divisioni  I  think  this  is  a  good  idea 
-  and  long  ovardua.  Many  craws  hava  a  natural  curiosity  already  about 
capsule  aaintananca  procedures,  and  would  ba  eager  and  willing  students. 
Further,  the  concept  of  Checklist  discipline*  is  already  second  nature 
to  MCCs,  so  the  training  would  go  vary  saoothly. 

OHMS  Squadron  Coaaanderi  Brand  Forks  triad  to  do  this  in  a  test 
prograa  but  15AF/D0  people  shot  it  down.  Drawer  changes  in  tha  LCC  by 
craws  would  probably  release  about  three  EMT  dispatches  par  weak  for 
other  wing  aaintenance.  This  is  an  excellent  idea  and  should  be  pursued 

to  the  highest  levels.  If  I  can  help  let  aa  know,  (signed,  with  duty 

address  and  AUTOVON,*) 

Assistant  DCMi  1  can't  believe  so  such  ado  is  being  aada  (this  was 
proposed  six  years  ago  that  I  as  aware  of,  sayba  sooner)  over  soaething 
that  will  prove  to  be  so  sisple  if  iapleaented.  Tha  tasks  ara  sispla  and 
tha  frequency  low,  and  the  tiae  that  it  takas  ainiaal.  Yet  if 
aaintenance  has  to  RfcR  drawer  instead  of  craw,  it  takas  6*8  hours  for 
tha  separata  dispatch  and  adds  no  tiae  to  crew  (except  takes  1/2  to  1 
hour  of  their  tiae). 


DOC  Coaaand  Post  Control  lari  1  hope  the  craws  don't  gat  duaped  on! 
Rivet  Sava  caaa  in  ( 1 977) i  doing  tha  saaa  job  with  1/3  lass  people  -  tha 
other  2/3  picked  up  the  load.  Craws  now  ought  to  belong  to  the 
Teaasters  as  auch  as  they  drive!  Now  this.  In  ay  sight  years  I've  seen 
little  support  for  MCCMs  froa  higher  headquarters.  Tha  training  load 
will  probably  fall  to  local  training.  Standardized  at  all  bases?  Also 
tha  extra  initial  training  has  to  be  perforaed  soaetiae,  and  recurring 
training  has  to  fit  in  soaawhera.  To  say  nothing  of  the  lower  quality  of 

accessions  who  can't  read  or  writs  (officers!).  It's  a  great  idea  if  it 

doesn't  go  overboard.  It's  just  as  stupid  to  insist  on  a  hands-off 
policy.  We  ware  insulted  by  SAC's  insistence  (1976-1779)  that  once  a 
problaa  was  called  in,  a  aaintenance  teas  had  to  sake  a  special  trip  out 
to  verify  tha  obvious  write-up,  than  go  back  to  base  before  the 

part  would  be  issued.  A  Happy  Madiua  Is  Needed.  A  problaa  is 

identified  as  an  end  itea  in  a  drawer,  let  tha  naw  crew  bring  the  drawer 
out,  both  crews  could  swap  it  at  changeover,  inspecting  each  other's 
work  (the  saee  as  Top  Secret  END  docueents);  than  tha  old  crew  could 


bring  the  bad  drawer  back  the  saat  day.  Meanwhile,  aainttnanct  personnel 
arc  in  the  «hop  fixing  the  guts  of  the  drawers  instead  of  driving  around 
the  eissile  field.  Please  -  no  PHIs.  Crew  seebers  are  not  grease 
eonkeys,  but  coeeissioned  agents  of  the  President  interested  in  einieue 
downtiee  so  the  eission  of  the  USAF  I CBM  force  is  accoeplished. 

OHMS  Branch  Chief!  When  I  was  on  crew  there  were  plenty  of  tiees  I 
felt  I  could  have  helped  with  soee  thing,  e.g.  printers. . .would  probably 
never  work  in  reality.  Maintenance  would  view  MCCMs  as  "Shade  Tree" 
eechanics. 

FMM8  Branch  Chief!  Iapleeentation  of  this  proposal  would  ease  the 
eaintenance  workload  considerably,  enhancing  coeeand  and  control. 
Downtiee  would  be  reduced.  Sounds  like  a  good  idea  if  training  and  QCfcE 
could  be  effectively  worked. 

Operations  Staff  Officer!  Why  not  try  the  eissile  teas  concept. 
This  would  consist  of  two  eissile  crews  (182X),  security  police 
(FSC/ARTs),  cook,  facility  eanager,  and  an  LCC-qualif ied  eaintenance 
teae  (2-3  enlisteds)  to  function  as  a  site  (LCF)  self-sufficient  teae 
for  a  72-hour  period  to  operate  and  eaintain  each  LCF.  Assign  teaes  to 
operations  flight  coeeanders  reporting  to  8MS  squadron  coeeanders. 
Reduce  canning  levels  in  all  affected  support  squadrons  and  increase 
canning  in  1B2X  for  SMS  squadrons.  Pereanently  assign  security  police, 
cooks,  and  eissile  eaintenance  personnel  to  operations  deputate.  In 
addition,  provide  responsibility  pay  for  all  MCCMs  who  pull  alerts. 

OIC,  Quality  Control  Division!  This  idea  is  a  long  ties 
cosing.  Anyone  qualified  in  the  eissile  business  can  and  should  be 
trained  to  accoaplish  RfcR  eaintenance.  Don't  waste  eaintenance  teaes  on 
siaple  tasks  -  the  weapons  systee  workload  is  too  great  for  the  nueber 
of  teaes  presently  available. 

FMM8  Maintenance  Officer!  I  feel  it  is  essential  that  MCCMs  be 
trained  in  perforeing  eaintenance  not  only  for  the  reasons  listed  in 
this  survey. .. during  wartiee  conditions  when  the  capsule  is  down... the 
capsule  crew  nay  be  the  only  ones  available  to  fix  the  capsule  in  a 
speedy  eanner.  Capsule  crews  should  be  sore  than  just  robots  in 
following  their  T.O.s.  If  a  crew  were  trained  in  eaintenance,  the 
knowledge  gained  could  prevent. . .daeage  to  the  weapon  systee.  Exaeplei 
At  FE  Warren  AFB,  several  racks  of  equipeent  burned  up.  The  crew  was  not 
at  fault... if  they  had  had  eaintenance  knowledge  they  eight  have  saved 
the  governeent  eillions  of  dollars. 

Flight  Coeeanderi  This  is  a  good  idea  but  I  ae  against  it  because 
of  the  ABORTION  that  SAC  and  the  evaluators  would  cake  of  it. 
Unfortunately,  good  ideas  cannot  be  considered  in  and  of  theaselves,  but 
oust  be  considered  in  light  of  what  SAC  and  its  evaluation  systee  makes 
of  thee.  This  is,  unfortunately,  a  pain  in  the  ass.  The  results  of  this 
GOOD  IDEA  -  would  be  a  quantue  leap  in  failed  evaluations!  This  is 
the  reason  I  oppose  it. 


Line  DHCCCi  I  Mould  not  trust  toss  of  sy  fellow  MCCMs  to  change  « 
light  bulk. ..train  only  selected  craws  in  Maintenance. 

Chitf  of  OOTt  Training  should  b«  joint  DOTl/TTB  function  in  ths 
baginning.  Evantually  DOTI  could  assuat  tha  full  training 
rasponsibility.  QCfcE  should  train  DQV  in  avaluation  of  Maintenance  tasks 
and  could  obsarva  DQV  (evaluations  of  saaa  in  tha  baginning,  but  only  DOV 
should  avaluata  MCCHs.  This  is  an  idaa  whose  tiaa  is  long  ovardua! 

DOV  MCCCi  Projact  Taaawork  is  a  good  idaa!  I  have  seen  SDR  printers 
inoperative  for  a  Meek  because  they  had  no  Maintenance  personnel  to  RfcR 
the  aquipaent. . .crews  should  be  trained  and  evaluated  by  DQTI  and  DOV 
only. ..this  should  be  liaited  Maintenance  only. 

SMS  Squadron  Coaaanden  My  concern  is  that  our  Meapon  systea...is 
coaplicated  and  the  deaands  on  MCCMs  are  ever  increasing  e.g.  C3 
and  AFSATCOM.  I  think  that  ay  crews  are  hard  pressed  as  it  is  to  keep  up 
with  the  deaands  placed  on  thea  and  to  add  Maintenance  tasks  will  aake 
it  even  aore  difficult  to  Maintain  proficiency. 

D09  Officer  Code  Controller!  If  DO  coaplex  conducts  ti  evaluates  the 
training  and  activity,  the  DO  coaplex  would  retain  better  'ownership"  of 
the  procedure. . .MCCHs  are  already  perforaing  nuaerous  ainor  anx 
functions  especially  with  eoaauni cations  aquipaent.  Questions  about 
"MCCMs  should  not  perfora  anx"  are  not  very  realistic.  Questions  47-38 i 
You  didn't  ask  how  long  they  spent  eating  and  drinking  coffee.  I  had 
several  OMCCCs  who  spent  aany‘hours  in  such  activity. 

Line  MCCCi  1  aa  totally  opposed  to  the  idea  of  Hinuteaan 
MCCMs  becoaing  involved  in  any  type  of  Maintenance  whatsoever ...  Who  is 
going  to  be  responsible  for  the  expensive. . .aquipaent  that  is  broken...? 
...Aa  I  now  working  for  the  DCM  or  for  tha  DO?... If  1  wanted  to  be 
involved  in  Maintenance  activities,  I  would  have  becoae  an  enlisted 
aissile  Maintenance  technician. . .this  sort  of  thing  does  not  fit  into  ay 
career  plans  or  inspirations.  Personnel  Manning  wonders  "why"  it  is 
difficult  to  attract  people  into  the  aissile  operations  career  field, 
and  these  types  of .. .proposals  are  exactly  the  "why."  Crews  are  required 
to  Maintain  absolutely  "top-notch"  proficiency  and  this  sort  of  activity 
would  detract  froa  it. 

Chief  of  DOT i  I  aa  opposed  to  the  idea... the  MCCM  job  is  structured 
for  the  non-technical  individual... 

Deputy  Coaaander  for  Maintenance!  Initially,  TTB  trains  DOTI  who 
then  trains  MCCMs.  Initially  9C&E  trains  DOV.  Once  DOV  is  fully 
qualified,  they  alone  would  do  the  evaluation.  If  Maintenance  currently 
is  required  to  check  out  the  systea  then  the  crews  should  not  do 
the  task. 


Flight  Coaaander! .. .As  if  an  evaluation  is  not  already  a  tedious, 
tension-filled  experience,  you  choose  to  add  More  opportunities  for 


•valuation... long  hour*  of  additional  training  in  the  classroom  and  the 
field. ..No,  the  capeule  crews  have  quite  enough  to  do  with  training, 
eaintaining  proficiency,  keeping  earriagee  together,  and  taking  care  of 
faeiliee,  and  the  daily  duties  required  of  all  officers.  There  is 
no  need  to  add  eore. 

Flight  Coeeanderi  ...If  we  could  do  it  without  being  evaluated  on 
it,  I  believe  that  sost  NCCMs  would  be  for  it... If  we  waited  for 
maintenance  to  do  everything,  nothing  would  ever  get  done... 

FHH8  Maintenance  Supervisor!  There  are  vast  differences  between 
operations  T.O.s  and  eaintenance  T.O.s. . .Prior  to  any  saintenance  by 
NCCMs,  differences  between  T.O.s  oust  be  resolved... 

FHHS  Squadron  Cossanderi  An  interesting  concept  and  one  whose  tiee 
•ay  have  arrived.  Suggest. . .you  also  consider  the  possibility  of  the 
Facility  Manager  as  an  excellent  alternative  to  the  crew  eesbers.  Many 
FHs  have  numerous  years  of  experience  in  maintenance-related 
f ields. . . Your  survey  should  reveal  soee  interesting  disagreements) 

-  Ops  crews  don't  have  the  tise. 

-  DOV  vs  OCbE  doing  evaluations. 

Mandatory  eaintenance  followups  on  MCCN-accompllshed 

eaintenance. 

Although  I  wouldn't  hesitate  to  sign  ay  naee  to  your  survey,  I 
won't  just  to  keep  your  saeple  pure. 

OMMS  Squadron  Coeeanderi  I  don't  believe  that  NCCMs  should  perfore 
eaintenance  for  the  following  reasons* 

-  Training  requirements  would  be  disproportionate  to  benefits. 

-  Evaluation  requirements  would  present  problees  for  DOV... 

•  Tasks  would  not  be  performed  often  enough  to  maintain 

proficiency. . . 

FMH8  Maintenance  Supervisor*  If  we  can  teach  18  year  olds  how  to 
properly  perfore  eaintenance. .. there  is  no  reason  in  the  world  why  we 
couldn't  teach  ops  pukes  (I  was  one  so  I  can  say  that)  how  to  properly 
perform  eaintenance.  SACMET  has  recently  cut  316X06  manning  and  I  would 
endorse  ops  folks  doing  routine  RtR  type  eaintenance  thereby  releasing 
•y  316X06  personnel  for  IF  work. 

Chief,  Training  Control  Division!  Carefully  pick  the  tasks  for 
itees  where  we  can  get  the  most  benefit  froe  the  least  investment. . .all 
crews  trained  in  all  tasks.  If  we  can  do  that,  it  has  a  very  good 
chance  of  working.  The  decisions  as  to  who  inspects  and  evaluates  should 
flow  froe  two  priorities!  Do  the  job  right  (correct  maintenance)}  Daily 
•anageabi lity  of  prograe...on  a  daily  basis,  ogs.  should  evaluate 
ops.  8o  for  it! 

Chief,  Maintenance  Support  Division!  May  be  a  training  and 
•valuation  quagmire.  Believe  that  Minuteman  crews  should  be  able  to  do 
the  same  troubleshooting  and  minor  mnx  that  Titan  II  crews  could  do. 
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FHHS  Squadron  Coaaander:  I  have  boon  a  Titan  II  HCCH  and  a 
Hinutooan  II  HCCH,  a  3901  3NES  Evaluator,  and  an  16  Opt  Inipector. . .Mhen 
I  graduated  froa  IQT  I  rocoivod  a  oaintonanco  AF8C  at  a  toeondary  AFSC, 
btcauto  back  thon  the  tchool  oat  the  taao  for  everyone.  Maintenance  it 
MOT  deaeaning!  HCCHt  can  do  it  -  ho  all  did  it  in  the  brown  thoe 
daya!  Ninuteaan  crow  duty  wat  boring  -  I  would  have  welcoaed  the 
opportunity  to  do  toeething  where  I  could  aake  a  direct  contribution  to 
the  everyday  eittion  and  tee  the  ratulta.  Thit  it  a  great  idea  - 
let  the  opt  guyt  handle  it! 

0NN8  Squadron  Coeeanderi  ...At  a  current  tquadron  coaaander  I'd 
rather  tee  ope  put  toee  aore  effort  into  letting  ay  teaaa  into  the 
LCC. . .lnitead  of  deaanding  that  we  leave  to  they  ean  tleep.  Alto,  I'd 
prefer  that  HCCHt  let  ay  folkt  into  the  LFt  tooner  inatead  of  taking  ut 
wait.  If  you're  looking  for  toeething  to  do,  try  to  work  on  thoee  ideal. 

Aniitant  DCHi  ...The  tacret  it  not  to  change  wayt  of  doing 
anything  juat  becaute  toaaone  it  doing  toeething  in  addition  to  what 
they  have  done  in  the  paat.  Siaply  apply  itandard  tech  data, 
regulation!,  training,  and  evaluation  criteria  that  already  exiit  and 
preta  on.  More  tiae  it  being  watted  aaking  tiaple  thinge  eoaplicated! 
Try  it  -  you  eight  like  it!  Mould  provide  good  OEM  eaterial  beyond  "He 
anawert  telephone  when  the  lighti  light  and  the  belle  ring.*... I  itarted 
working  thie  in  3901  SHES  five  yeart  ago!!!  00  IT!! 

Flight  Coeeanderi  Our  jobt  are  very  coeplex  already.  They 
encoapaet  eany  treat  in  anx  already  U.CC  flodr  leveling,  cone  equipment 
troubleehooting,  etc.).  The  enx  aapect  of  our  job  thould  be 
de-eaphaeized,  not  increated.  On  a  typical  alert,  we  do  not  have  tiae 
to  perfora  aany  tiaple  taeki,  like  cleaning,  fc  anx  tatki  would  tpread  ut 
even  thinner.  DON'T  DO  IT.  DON'T  EVEN  CONSIDER  IT. 

Flight  Coaaanderi  Don't  let  crewt  do  anx.  They  have  TOO  auch  to  do 
b  learn  now.  There  it  only  to  auch  blood  you  can  aqueeze  out  of  crew 
aeabert. 

Ning  Coaaand  Pott  Eaergency  Actiont  Officer!  Hittile  ope  fc  aittile 
anx  AFSCt  thould  be  integrated.  All  entriee  to  aittile  career  field 
enter  thru  anx  It  progrett  to  opt  2-4  yrt.  Croetflowt  alto.  No  aittile 
crew  aeaber  coaea  on  line  without  prior  aittile  anx  experience.  Thit 
will  give  ut  a  aore  aature  crew  force  it  anx  officert  before  they  go  on 
crew. 

Flight  Coaaander't  Deputyi  The  eyth  of  captule  crewt  watching  TV, 
eating  foil  packt  and  getting  fat  while  on  alert  it  long  gone.  One  hat 
to  conaider  the  heavy  enx  tchedule  which  it  required  on  an  older  aittile 
eyetea.  Second,  conaider  the  heavy  EAN  traffic  which  require!  both  crew 
aeabert  to  aiaultaneoualy  decode  20-30  aettaget  per  24-hour  alert. 
Betidea  keeping  proficient  with  the  weapon  ayttea  we  auet  know  the 
tecurity  regt  fc  codet  regt  coapletely.  Add  to  thit  the  iaplied 
requireaent  to  coaplete  SOS  by  corretpondence  V  acquire  a  Natter ’a. 
Coaaand  pertonnel  thould  reaeaber  that  our  priaary  job  it  to  turn  keyt. 


Staying  proficient  in  tha  weapon  ayataa  it  difficult  enough  ae  Indicated 
by  crew  Standboard  results  l  eonthly  EHO,  codes  and  weapon  systoe  tests. 
Nhat  should  be  considered  is  adding  a  THIRD  CREN  HEHBER  to  take  care  of 
all  the  coaeunieations  equipment.  Hy  best  advice  would  be  to  have  staff 
personnel,  froe  wing  cooaander  on  down,  pull  1  alert  per  aonth  as  a 
third  crew  eeeber.  The  experience  of  a  full  alert  would  realnd  thee  of 
the  pressures  of  crew  duty.  Siven  that,  ideas  like  this  would  be 
squashed  at  the  start.  One  final  reaarki  If  the  job  is  so  easy,  why  are 
people  forced  to  crosstrain  into  this  AFSC  It  why  does  Palace  Missile  fc 
SAC  refuse  to  release  these  people. 

Flight  Coaeanden  !  have  over  36  aonths  on  crew,  including  DOV,  DOT 
during  a  previous  assignaent.  I  feel  that  capsule  crews  should  not  have 
to  perfora  anx.  On  a  typical  alert  we  process  about  10— IS  sassages  at 
an  ACP  this  is  very  cuabersoae  It  PLCCs  (sic).  Presently,  we  receive 
repeat  transaissions  of  these  aessages  over  8ACCS,  8LFCS,  AF8AT.  All 
aust  be  acknowledged.  Additionally,  we  have  nuaerous  coaaunications 
tests  which  we  aust  acknowledge.  Currently,  even  with  the  uncoafortable 
rest  we  receive  after  24  hours  in  the  capsule  your  alertness  li  ability 
to  perfora  has  been  decreased.  Instead  of  increasing  coabat  crew 
responsibilities  with  the  pressure  It  responsibility  It  increase  (sic) 
coaaunications  we  need  a  THIRD  CREH  HEHBER  or  return  to  12-hour  shifts. 

DOTI  Instructor  HCCCi  It  has  always  been  ay  concern,  in  a  generated 
state  of  readiness  that  equipaent  or  anx  people  aay  not  arrive  with  the 
required  drawers,  radios,  etd.,  to  aaintain  100X  capabilities  of  an  LCC. 
If  at  all  feasible  econoaically,  at  least  the  SCPs  should  have  spare 

parts  at  their  LCF  to  use  if  required.  Using  this  concept  even  in  a 

post-attack  situation  if  for  oxaaple  an  HF  radio  goes  out,  the  crew  will 
have  one  readily  available. 

Line  HCCCi  I  can't  balleve  this  is  even  being  considered.  There  is 
too  such  to  do  as  it  is  now.  It  has  never  been  sore  difficult  to  pull 
alerts  as  it  is  today.  He  are  already  responsible  for  EVERYTHING  now  and 
anx  should  be  done  by  anx.  Hhat  else  are  they  going  to  want  us  to  do? 
As  it  is  now,  people  eust  be  FORCED  to  take  1BXX  ops  positions,  i  SAC 
still  can’t  get  enough  and  continues  losing  people  every  day.  Tack  on 
anx  to  the  duties  and  you  won't  get  anyone  at  all  to  do  the  job.  It’s  a 
shaae  because  the  job  is  a  very  iaportant  one.  But  SAC  has  dug  its  own 
grave  and  is  always  bitter  about  lasing  people  to  BLCM  or  anywhere  else. 

So  it  tries  not  to  let  anyone  leave.  Add  anx  to  the  burden  and  no  one 

will  be  left  to  keep! 

Flight  Coaaandert  Crews  shouldn't  be  evaluated  by  DOV.  No  DOV 
interference  should  be  allowed.  I  think  perforaing  aaintenance  is  a  good 
idea.  Evaluation  leads  to  tension  placed  on  crewaeabers.  As  a  erewaeaber 
for  3  years  I  would  enjoy  the  experience.  I  feel  the  tiae  saved  on  down 
equipaent  would  indicate  the  need  for  this  prograa.  The  problea  arises 
when  DOV  gets  involved.  The  evaluation  It  training  should  be  perforaed  by 
aaintenance  personnel  (experts).  DOV  personnel  have  a  tendency  to 
exaggerate  what  they  see.  Also,  the  aainte..ance  to  be  perforaed  should 
be  directed  through  the  appropriate  aaintenance  branch. 
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DOTI  Instructor  HCCCi  Any  aalntenance  by  csptulo  crews  Mould  bo  a 
special  sarvico.  Thorofort,  crou  oaobors  should  not  havo  tho  additional 
prossuro  of  an  ovaluation  on  thoir  backs. 

Flight  Coooandori  Crows  Mould  only  nood  ainiaal  training  -  if  it 
aaountod  to  any  additional  aonthly  training  -  no  naad  aora  craw  forea  to 
raduca  tha  alart  level-  Also,  only  craws  that  voluntaar  to  do 
aaintananca  ara  raquirad  to  ba  trainad.  Also,  crawa  that  train  in 
aaintananca  givan  1st  shot  at  cross-training  to  Missile  Haintananea 
(31XX). 

Job  Control  Sanior  Controller*  Haintananea  should  ba  Halted  to 
drawers  and  nuts  It  bolts  because  aora  extensive  aaintananca  would  place 
too  great  a  burden  on  training  and  tha  craws.  It  would  also  aliainata 
tha  naad  for  follow-on  inspections.  ALL  craws  should  ba  qualified 
to  aliainata  any  confusion  in  aaintananca  or  operations  scheduling. 

OQTI  Instructor  DHCCCi  Capsule  craws  already  face  aultlple  tests  !i 
evaluations.  By  adding  additional  tasks  you  also  increase  tha  tests  It 
evaluations.  Free  tiaa  is  in  short  supply  now.  To  increase  training  It 
evaluation  to  cover  these  additional  tasks  would  further  drop  an  already 
low  aorala.  Ha  don't  naad  tha  extra  headache. 

Flight  Coaaandan  1.  No  trouble-shooting  should  ba  allowed  by  HCCas 
unless  they  ara  at  least  in  telephone  contact  with  qualified  aaintananca 
personnel . 

2.  R4R  tasks  should  ba  specific  and  included  in  T.O.  for 

crawaaabars.  No  decisions  should  ba  aada  by  HCCHs. 

3.  Crawaaabars  already  parfora  aany  tasks  that  duplicate  tasks 
parforaad  by  aaintananca.  For  axaapla,  LCF  Processor  Shutdown  and 
Startup,  R4R  Launch  Control  Panel  &  Launch  Enable  Control  Broup,  drawer 
reseating,  AF8ATC0H  1  8LFCS  trouble-shooting  8LFC8  Liaitad  Startup, 
Manual  Coaa  Monitoring. 

4.  Suggested  othar  things  that  craws  can  perform  AFSATCOH  BIT 
Tast,  ADJUST  Modulation  on  UHF,  R4R  Launeh  Indication  Panel. 

Flight  Coaaandert  I  think  aaintananca  It  operations  should  not  six. 
Thera's  anough  rasponsibi 1 ity  V  anough  work  for  any  lina,  shop,  or 
flight  coaaandar  craw  to  do  without  aora  responsibility  -  without  adding 
another  diaansion  to  an  already  frustrating  job.  Hith  the  added 
coaaunications  raquiraaants  already  alaost  beyond  aost  of  us  -  Soaetiaes 
we  think  that  we  naad  a  coaaunications  officer  on  board  anyway  -  I  think 
that  to  sake  MCCMs  ba  aaintanance-qualifiad  would  be  tha  last  straw. 
You'd  have  to  DRAFT  people  into  aissila  operations  than.  Not  aany 
volunteers  now  4  look  at  tha  retention  in  18XX  career  field  now.  People 
would  want  to  leave  this  job  in  droves.  Lika  I  said,  aaintainars  should 
parfora  aaintananca  in  tha  LCCsi  there's  no  need  to  re-invent  tha  wheal. 

Lina  MCCCi  Minor  aaintananca  in  the  LCC  should  ba  parforaad  by  tha 
MCCMs.  They  understand  aora  clearly  how  tha  situation  occurred  4  should 
be  trained  on  corrective  actions. 


Flight  Coaaandari  I  hava  prior  axparianca  in  Coaaunications 
Maintananca.  My  axparianca  mis  that  oparationa  paraonnal  daaagcd  t 
intarfarad  with  equipaant  aora  than  thay  halpad.  “Siapla"  aaintananca 
doas  NOT  axist.  Bant  pint  on  tha  back  of  aquipaant  draaars  or  failura  to 
raaova  plugs  ate.,  cannot  ba  blaaad  on  tha  oparations  craw  ("it  Mas  lika 
that  Mhan  aa  got  it")  and  loads  to  bickaring  batMaan  oparations  fc 
aaintananca.  Maintananca  paopla  should  do  aaintananca.  If  thay  naad  aora 
paopla  gat  thaa.  Oparations  should  not  ba  burdanad  aith  aora  coaplaxity 
in  an  alraady  haphazardly-dasignad  systaa. 

Flight  Coaaandari  I  hava  3  yaars  Titan  (eraa  duty  -  18XX).  Tha  fact 
that  mo  did  ainor  aaintananca  Mas  no  big  daal.  Tha  iaportant  fact  Mas, 
ms  had  MAINTENANCE  T.O.s  to  support  us.  Anybody  can  do  it  if  thay  folloM 
procaduras.  I  strongly  disagraa  Mith  any  aaintananca  function  Mithout 
tha  propar  TECH  DATA  to  covar  that  function. 

Lina  DNCCCi  Ops  should  stick  Mith  oparations)  aaintananca  should 
stick  Mith  aaintananca.  Tha  prassura  is  groat  anough  for  oparations 
parsonnal  Mhan  SMES,  1SAF,  SAC  16  ara  around.  Mnx  Mould  than  ba  subjact 
to  avaluation  thus  adding  to  tha  alraady  constant  prassura.  I  parsonally 
faal  that  mo  oparations  offiears  should  davota  our  tiaa  to  just  balng 
oparations  offiears  Maiting  for  tha  Big  Kay  Turn! 

Lina  MCCCi  CraM  aaabars  at  Mhitaaan  ara  taskad  Mith  at  laast  8 
alarts  a  aonth  dua  to  shortagas  of  parsonnal.  Nith  incraasad  alarts  It 
coaa  systaas,  craM  aaabars  hava  lass  tiaa  Mith  faailias.  Thair  Morkload 
is  baing  staadily  incraasad.  Nom  Mith  a  aaintananca  task  thara  Mill  ba 
avan  aora  training/avaluation  days.  Many  tiaa  Nhila  on  alart,  cran 
aaabars  can  ba  vary  busy  dua  to  ineraasing  aassaga  traffic  (dua  to 
AF8ATC0M)  or  procasslng  faults  dua  to  bad  Nsathar.  If  craM  aaabars  ara 
to  ba  aaintananca  qualifiad,  bonus  payaants  should  ba  givan  to  cran 
aaabars.  This  aight  allaviata  parsonnal  shortagas  in  tha  18XX  caraar 
fiald  -  gaar  it  lika  flight  pay. 

DOTH  MPTOi  Had  tNO  yaars  as  182S  ona  yaar  as  1835.  I  baliava  that 
MOST  craNs  could  parfora  ainor  aaintananca  in  tha  LCC,  givan  tha  alart 
tour  Mas  not  vary  hactic.  Soaa  alarts  Mould  not  giva  tha  craM  tiaa  to 
parfora  aaintananca,  unlass  tha  LCC  Mas  shutdoNn,  dua  to  aaintananca  at 
tha  LFs,  aassaga  traffic,  ate. 

Lina  MCCCi  NO  MORE  EVALUATIONS!  Chack  aaintananca  if  dona  proparly 
fina  if  not  -  ask  Mhy.  Though  I  agraa  that  MCCH  could  parfora  soaa 
aaintananca  -  tachnical  procaduras  should  ba  laft  to  aaintananca 
parsonnal  unlass  you  sand  MCCHs  to  school. 

Lina  MCCCi  I  faal  that  tha  raquiraaants  placad  on  tha  aissila  crans 
ara  alraady  inhuaana  -  lat's  not  add  to  it! 

Lina  MCCCi  Craas  should  voluntaar  for  aaintananca  training  if  thara 
is  a  larga  ainority  Mho  ara  not  in  favor  of  parforaing  such  tasks.  Only 
axpariancad  craas  should  ba  alloMad  to  voluntaar  (i.a.,  on  lina  eraa  for 
aora  than  6  aonths).  Capsula  craas  SHOULD  NOT  BE  EVALUATED  on  parforaing 


aaintsnanes  tasks.  If  thsy  ars  voluntssrs  V  ars  cartifiad  by  a  coapstsnt 
authority,  thsy  should  bs  sntrustsd  sines  thsy  ars  actually  hslpinq  ths 
winq  aaintsnancs  functions.  Ths  idta  is  SMCsllsnt  4  foasibls.  It  Mill 
savs  on  down  tiss  k  aanhours. .. craws  should  not  bs  involuntarily  tasksd 
with  saintsnancs  functions,  as  this  would  daqrada  quality  control  duo  to 
ersu  asobsrs  with  poor  attitudss.  Also,  ths  craws  should  not  bs 
svaluatsd  as  this  would  causs  discontsnt  and  would  ruin  ths  ldsa  that 
capsuls  ersws  ars  hslpinq  out  by  voluntssrinq. 

Fliqht  Cosaandsr's  Dsputy  i  I  havs  prior  aaintsnanes  sxparianea 
with  aircraft  and  I  as  fasiliar  with  ths  basics  of  squipssnt  racks,  and 
othsr  saintsnancs  proesdurss.  Thsrsfors  I  Isan  towards  havinq  HCCHs  do 
sinor  saintsnancs  1  drawsr  swaps.  A  BIS  DRAWBACK  IS  BEIN6  EVALUATED  on 
ths  actions,  unlsss  ths  svaluations  ars  ssparats  4  if  you  fall  a 
aaintsnancs  svaluation  thsrs  should  bs  no  advsrss  offsets  sxcspt  that 
you  would  not  bo  qualifisd  to  do  saintsnancs.  Also  if  you  wsrs  not 
suscsptibls  to  IS  or  3901st  8HE3  obssrvations  or  svaluations  of  ths 
task,  just  winq  svaluations. 

DOTI  Instructor  HCCCi  Whils  roplacinq  drawsrs  is  a  siapls  activity 
that  HCCHs  could  porfors,  who  will  bs  traublsshootinq  to  dstsrsins  WHICH 
drawsr  is  ths  problsa?  If  a  aaintsnancs  toss  aust  bs  dispatchsd  to 
troublsshoot  a  problsa,  thsy  say  as  wsll  taks  any  drawsrs  that  say  bs 
rsquirsd  with  thsa.  Will  crow  aosbsrs  bs  issusd  anothsr  T.O.  to  aaintain 
or  will  ths  Oparations  T.O.  bs  axpandad?  Thsrs  should  bs  clsarly 
dsfinsd  liaits  as  to  what  a  crswasabsr  can  4  CAN’T  do. 

Chisf,  Standardisation  Evaluation  Division  (Lt.  Col.li  Capsuls 
ersws  should  not  psrfors  any  aaintsnanes  than  thsy  ars  currsntly  (sic). 
Ths  inersass  in  asssaqs  traffic  ovsr  ths  courss  of  ths  ysars  qivss  ths 
capsuls  ersws  littls  or  no  frss  tias  to  psrfora  coaplicatsd  aaintsnancs 
functions.  In  addition,  a  Standardisation/Traininq  proqraa  would  havs  to 
bs  considsrsd  in  this  arsa. 

DOTI  Instructor  HCCCi  Ths  idsa  of  aissils  coabat  ersws  psrforainq 
aaintsnanes  at  thsir  own  LCC  say  bs  a  qood  ons,  sxcspt  that  thsrs  isn’t 
usually  tias  snouqh  to  do  such  aaintsnancs  on  a  day-to-day  basis  durinq 
alsrt...  qivlnq  erswasabsrs  anothsr  rssponsibility  without  propsr 
authority/quidancs  (qusstion  49)  is  a  potsntial  niqhtaars.  I  also 
psrsonally  fssl  that  aaintsnancs  functions  IN  ADDITION  to  EWO,  COHHAND  V 
CONTROL,  CQHHUNICATI0N8,  SECURITY,  AND  FAULT  H0NIT0RIN6/C00RDINATIN6  HNX 
FUNCTIONS  would  bs  ovsrwhslainq  to  aost  2-aan  ersws.  Traininq  4 
svaluatinq  aaintsnancs  tasks  psrforasd  by  HCCHs  would  bs  iapossibls 
undsr  ths  currant  winq  structurs  of  DOV  V  DOTI.  With  inersasinq 
coaaunications  knowlsdqs  nscsssary,  ths  aissils  coabat  craw 
sf fsetivsnsss  would  bo  furthsr  rsducsd  by  introducinq  aaintsnancs 
rsquirsasnts.  Ths  ONLY  way  that  I  can  sss  for  HCCHs  to  psrfora 
aaintsnancs  at  LCCs  is  to  inersass  craw  eoaposition  to  3  PERSONS,  and/or 
sxpandinq  ths  instructor/svaluator  branchss  at  sach  winq  by  siqnificant 
psrcsntaqss,  not  to  asntion  sxpandinq  Initial  Qualification  Traininq  at 
Vandsnbsrq  AFB  froa  13  wsskt  to  approxiaatsly  20  wssks. 


Lin*  DHCCCi  Th*  id**  it  on*  of  uniqu*  efficiency.  I  don't  feel  that 
all  crews  should  b*  qualified  for  *aint*nane*  tasking.  As  already 
intiaated  by  your  survey  1  f*»l  select  crews  of  known  technical  ability 
(COMMON  SENSE)  would  be  your  likely  candidates.  I‘e  all  for  it  for  it‘s 
a  way  to  reduce  downtiae  t  give  crews  aaintenance  experience  for  later 
career  broadening.  Maybe  the  crews  would  be  designated  by  8MX  (Squadron 
Hnx  Crew). 

Lin*  MCCCi  Nlth  the  present  !i  proposed  coaa  equipaent  aodif ications 
in  th*  LCC,  we're  alaost  becoaing  coaa  officers.  In  aaintenance  is 
thrown  in,  you're  going  to  have  "jacks  of  all  trades  It  aaster  of  none”. 
There  is  just  so  auch  you  can  expect  people  to  do  fc  reaain  proficient  in 
their  priaary  duties.  If  tasked  with  aaintenance,  initially  th*  eaphasis 
will  be  on  training  t  evaluating  those  tasks  at  th*  expense  of  our 
priaary  duties.  It  already  happened  with  the  new  SLFCS  It  AFSATCOM 
(C-cubed)  procedures.  Missile  Operations  has  changes  significantly  in 
the  last  2  years  fc  I  don't  think  people  realize  what  we  are  doing  down 
her*. 

Flight  Coaaander,  ex-Navy  subaarine  crewaant  I  aa  totally  against 
NCCNs  perforaing  aaintenance.  My  craws  have  enough  task  coverage  under 
less  than  ideal  conditions.  The  C-cubed  aod  placed  an  additional  burden 
on  NCCNs.  He  should  be  reconsidering  24-hour  alerts,  concentrating  on 
huaan  factors  such  as  reducing  noise  levels  and  NOT  concerning  ourselves 
with  MCCMs  perforaing  aaintenance.  « 

Line  NCCCi  Th*  ideal  (sie)  of  capsule  crews  perforaing  aaintenance 
is  OUTRAGEOUS!  Uhen  was  the  last  tiae  you  pulled  an  ALERT?  Hy  capsule 
is  so  full  of  equipaent  I  can't  get  into  th*  book  cabinets  without 
aoving  the  bed,  all  that  equipaent  aeans  ay  work  load  has  extendad 
treaendously.  Have  you  given  a  survey  to  pilots  to  see  if  they  would 
perfora  aaintenance  on  their  planes?  Please  feel  free  to  contact  ae. 
(signed,  address,  AUTOVON  •) 

Line  NCCCi  1  think  that  it  is  absolutely  RIDICULOUS  to  expect  a 
2-aan  Minuteaen  craw  to  perfora  aaintenance  tasks  on  top  of  everything 
else  we're  already  responsible  for!  SOME  training  in  this  area,  A  only 
to  be  used  in  a  real  "pinch"  eight  be  OK  -  BUT  it  should  NOT  becoa*  part 
of  noraal  training  or  EVALUATION  -  our  priaary  aission  is  to  reaain 
ready  to  execute  when  directed  -  NOT  play  "grease  eonkey"!  Current 
systeas  are  already  coaplex  enough,  without  adding  additional 
aaintenance  probleas!  (ie,  we  have  enough  to  worry  about,  thank  you!). 

DOV  Evaluator  NCCCi  Those  who  are  considering  adding  this  extra 
workload  to  aissilo  operations  have  obviously  not  pulled  alerts 
recently.  Additional  coaaunications  equipaent  has  been  added  to  the  LCC, 
greatly  increasing  not  only  the  alert  workload,  but  th*  required 
technical  knowledge  t  self-study  required  to  generate  sane.  Crew  seeders 
frequently  reach  the  saturation  point  now,  then  high  volua*  aessage 
traffic  with  aultiple  retransaissions  coabines  with  heavy  LF  aaintenance 
t  coaaon  fault  fc  power  probleas.  Although  there  are  occasionally  "slow" 
alerts  which  would  allow  crew  aeabers  tiae  to  perform  aaintenance,  the 


alart  Narkload  it  NOT  controlltd  by  th*  crtw.  Tht  additional  workload 
raquiraaants  plactd  on  OOTI/OQV/TTB/QCtiE  portonnal  would  raquira 
additional  aanning  in  than  araas,  nagating  a  significant  portion  of  tha 
aanhourt  "savod*  by  aaintananca  partonnal. 

Lina  HCCCi  It  it  a  good  idaa,  but  with  tort  4  aora  training  baing 
accoaplithad  by  Vandanbarg  for  initial  training  with  lattar  aaountt  of 
tiaa,  crawt  apand  aora  tiaa  at  tha  wingt  catching  up  just  on  tha 
oparations  tida.  To  drop  aaintananca  in  thair  lap  would  ba  terribla.  But 
onca  thay  ara  aituatad  than  1  think  thay  should  ba  trainad  in 
aaintananca.  Too  aany  tiaas  has  soaathing  aalfunctionad  It  I  could  hava 
fixad  it  without  a  aaintananca  taaa,  but  had  to  wait.  It  dagradas  tha 
systaa  4  incapacitatas  a  craw  until  it  is  fixad. 

Airborna  HCCC  (4th  ACCS) s  Fantastic  idaa,  to  allow  craws  to  work  on 
thair  own  aquipaant.  This  will  halp  tha  crawaaabars  laarn  aora  about 
thair  waapon  systaa  4  taka  soaa  prida  in  thair  workaanship.  If  this  idaa 
is  iaplaaontad,  kaap  DOT  4  DQV  out  of  tha  loop  bacausa  thay  ara  not  as 
qualifiad  to  taach  or  avaluata  as  a  TTB  or  QC4E  taaa  would  ba.  I  think 
soaa  of  our  officars  could  laarn  a  graat  daal  froa  tha  anlistad  troops 
on  tha  aaintananca  sida  of  tha  housa.  This  idaa  should  ba  put  into 
affact  at  tha  aarliast  availabla  data,  (signad) 

Lina  HCCCi  NO  HAY!!  Quit  trying  to  find  soaa  way  of  adding  work  4 
usa  what  you  now  hava.  Host  of  tha  tiaa  aaintananca  craws  ara  doing 
nothing  anyway. 

TTB  Instructori  Sood  idaa,  it  will  sava  dispatch  tiaa  and  aonay  and 
kaap  tha  craws  froa  gatting  borad.  With  tha  craws  only  working  on  LCCs 
thay  would  bacoaa  proficiant  at  it  (sic),  and  notica  siapla  problaaa 
aasily. 

ANC01C  Tachnical  Enginaaring  Branchi  Should  ba  liaitad  to  cartain 
tasks.  Minor  aaintananca  and  aquipaant  drawar  raaoval  and  raplacaaant.  I 
would  not  racoaaand  thay  ba  qualifiad  on  Battary  Chargar  chackout,  for 

axaapla. 

Branch  Chlaf,  Quality  Control  Division!  If  capsula  craws  wars 
allowad  to  parfora  aaintananca,  I  baliava  that  thair  aaphasls  would  bo 
to  kaap  tha  avarall  systaa  up  without  auch  concarn  for  tha  individual 
coapononts.  This  would  causa  additional  work  for  aaintananca  parsonnol 
on  tha  support  basa.  It  has  baan  ay  axparianca  with  aany  officars 
associatad  with  aaintananca. . .that  thay  tand  to  do  things  that  thay  ara 
not  qualifiad  to  do  bacausa  thay  think  thay  undarstand  tha  systaa... if 
capsula  craws  ara  going  to  parfora  aaintananca. . .thay  naod  to  attand 
tachnical  training  at  ATC  with  follow-on  training  at  tha  wing  TTB. 
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